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Abstract 
Education systems in many countries have undergone considerable reform, as education 
policies have been framed to respond to the processes and forces of globalisation.  The 
education system in Australia is no exception, as evident by the implementation of its first 
national curriculum, which officially commenced in 2012.  The purpose of this research 
was to investigate how members of a school curriculum leadership team in one Preparatory 
Year –Year 12 (P-12) independent Queensland school led the implementation of Phase 
One learning areas of the Australian Curriculum.  The research sought to explore the 
strategies they used, the challenges and enablers they encountered, and the role of 
professional development in supporting such implementation.  As teachers are required to 
work with their school leaders in implementing this curriculum, their perceptions of the 
type of leadership they observed was also sought to gain a rich description of the 
phenomenon under study. 
 
There is limited research regarding the implementation of the Australian Curriculum.  This 
is not surprising given the recency of this implementation having commenced in 2012.  
While the literature on national curricula of other countries has offered some insights into 
the areas of interests of this study, it is argued that the idiosyncrasies of the Australian 
context have not been accounted for in this literature.  Thus, this study contributes to 
filling a gap in the literature.   
 
The conceptual framework that guided this research is an adaptation of the change process 
model proposed by Sergiovanni (1995), which incorporates key concepts from Blase and 
Anderson’s (1995) micro-political leadership matrix.  A qualitative case study was the 
research methodology used to investigate the research phenomenon.  Multiple data 
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collection techniques (i.e., online questionnaire, semi-structured interviews with members 
of the school curriculum leadership team and teachers, and document analysis) were 
utilised to obtain a rich understanding of the focus of the study.    
 
An important finding was that factors both within and outside the school context were 
found to impinge on the leadership practices of members of the school curriculum 
leadership team as they lead the implementation of the new curriculum.  These leaders 
employed more than one micro-political strategy to achieve their goals.  There was a 
tendency for the school principal and former executive leader for teaching and learning to 
use strategies that relied upon an authoritarian leadership approach.  The majority of senior 
level curriculum leaders used strategies that tended towards a facilitative leadership 
approach, while a democratic, empowering leadership approach was evident in the 
strategies utilised mainly by the majority of middle level curriculum leaders.   
 
These findings also revealed an inverse relationship between the use of indirect forms of 
power and those positioned higher in the school hierarchy and an inverse relationship 
between the use of direct forms of power and those located lower in the school hierarchy.  
Moreover, the study found that challenges encountered by these leaders related to: lack of 
clarity around roles and responsibilities of the new learning management model; lack of 
support in terms of time and resources; lack of relevant professional development; 
challenges related to requirements of the Australian Curriculum; and challenges related to 
the school structure, climate and culture.  The enablers were related to: collaboration; time 
release; resources as they became available; and professional development from 
professional associations and informal professional development in terms of dialogue with 
colleagues and professional reading.    
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Background to the Research 
Education systems around the world have experienced significant changes as they respond to 
the forces and processes of globalisation (Christie, 2008; Christie & Sidhu, 2002; Rizvi & 
Lingard, 2010).  Rizvi and Lingard (2010) point out that “globalisation has affected education 
policies of all types” (p. 96) including those pertaining to curriculum which are being linked 
to national economic productivity.  Similarly, C. Harris and Marsh (2005) state that “In 
Australia, along with many other countries, teachers and principals are being bombarded by 
curriculum policies that involve them in implementing complex reform” (p. 15).  The 
implementation of Australia’s first national curriculum, which all schools in Australia were 
required to commence by 2012, resonates with these issues.   
 
The purpose of this research was to investigate how school leaders implemented Phase One 
learning areas (Australian Curriculum Mathematics, English, Science and History) of the 
Australian Curriculum in one P-12 independent Queensland school.  This investigation of the 
first national curriculum1 in Australia was informed by studying the perceptions of the school 
curriculum leadership team (comprising the school principal, and senior and middle level 
curriculum leaders who have formal responsibility for leading the implementation of the 
curriculum) regarding the strategies they used in leading the implementation of the 
curriculum, and the challenges and enablers they encountered, including those pertaining to 
professional development in supporting such implementation.  Teachers’ perceptions of this 
                                                          
1 This study utilises the term ‘national curriculum’ as the broad conceptualisation of what might be achieved in a single 
curriculum for all states and territories in Australia. The term ‘Australian Curriculum’ (ACARA, 2016b) is used in the study 
with reference to the 2012 online version [v3.0] produced under the auspices of the statutory body currently charged with its 
development, the Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority (ACARA). 
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leadership were also sought, as teachers are key players who are required not only to work 
closely with members of the school curriculum leadership team but also translate the 
curriculum into learning experiences and activities for students.  
  
The notion of a national curriculum was officially placed on the policy agenda in late 2007 by 
the Rudd Australian Labor Government when it was elected to federal office.  
Constitutionally states and territories have autonomy over education, and this autonomy has 
prevented previous federal governments from succeeding in developing a national curriculum 
framework.  Support of the states and territories is therefore needed if a national curriculum is 
to be realised in Australia.  The historical and political background of Australia’s national 
curriculum is detailed in Chapter Two.  It is important to note that while states and territories 
have endorsed the national curriculum agenda, they still retain their constitutional power for 
education.  Therefore, the Australian Curriculum is only mandated if states and territories 
continue to endorse its ongoing development and implementation in schools.  When the word 
‘mandated’ is used with reference to the Australian Curriculum in this study, such usage is 
within this context.     
 
Currently, there are two versions of the Australian Curriculum, namely 7.5 or 8.2.  According 
to Kindler (2016), this “flags that different bureaucracies are adopting curriculum at different 
tempos” (p. 54).  It could be argued that this undermines the notion of a national curriculum 
especially when the same version is not being enacted across all states and territories.  As the 
Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority (ACARA) endeavour to refine 
and improve the curriculum, future versions of the Australian Curriculum can be expected.   
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The Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority (ACARA), established in 
May 2009, is the independent statutory body charged with the responsibility for the 
“development of a rigorous, world-class national curriculum, which builds on early childhood 
learning, from the first year of schooling to Year 12” (MCEETYA, 2009, p. 14).  The 
development of this curriculum has been and continues to be centrally-orchestrated.  Because 
the implementation of the national curriculum is left to the states and territories, it is not 
surprising to note that some states (e.g., NSW and Victoria) have been slow to adopt the new 
curriculum as they  consider “how best to reform integrate, adapt, reject or adopt” (Kindler, 
2016, p. 54) the new curriculum within their existing curriculum framework.  This further 
problematises the notion of a national curriculum that should be consistent across the states 
and territories.   
 
At the time of the research in 2013, the implementation of the Australian Curriculum was 
being developed and enacted incrementally in three phases.  Phase One comprised the initial 
four learning areas (maths, English, science and history) from Foundation Year to Year 10.  
Whilst ACARA (n.d.-b) expected the implementation of Phase One learning areas to be well 
underway across the country in 2013, different approaches and timelines were adopted by the 
states and territories in implementing these learning areas.  However, most states and 
territories commenced this implementation in 2012.  Phase Two learning areas comprised 
Geography, Languages and The Arts and were still in development at the time of this 
research.  The third phase of development comprised Health and Physical Education, 
Technologies, Economics and Business, and Civics and Citizenship.  At the time of this 
research, development of Phase Three learning areas had only commenced.   
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According to ACARA (n.d.-a), developing a national curriculum means that “greater 
attention is devoted to equipping young Australians with those skills, knowledge and 
capabilities necessary to enable them to effectively engage with and prosper in society, 
compete in a globalised world and thrive in the information-rich workplaces of the future” (p. 
1).  The Melbourne Declaration on Educational Goals for Young Australians (Melbourne 
Declaration), the third iteration of a statement for national goals of schooling since 1989, 
strongly advocates that schools have a key role to play in preparing young Australians for a 
world that has been changed by the forces of globalisation (MCEETYA, 2008).  However, 
concerns from critics on the development of the Australian Curriculum have questioned the 
readiness of schools to effectively implement this new curriculum (Atweh & Singh, 2011; 
Brennan, 2011; Gilbert, 2011; Reid, 2009, 2011).  As an illustration and with respect to the 
development of the Australian Curriculum History, Gilbert (2011) anticipates that teachers 
will find it difficult to develop concepts which have been unevenly integrated into the content 
specification in the syllabus.   
 
Not surprisingly, during the early stages of Phase One implementation, the literature 
predominantly focused on the development of the Australian Curriculum and associated 
curriculum documents, such as shaping papers and syllabi rather than any in-depth 
investigation of its implementation (see, for example: Atweh & Goos, 2011; Doncon, 2010; 
Gilbert, 2011; Harris-Hart, 2010a; D. V. Smith, 2011).  While more writings now exist in the 
current literature around the new curriculum (e.g., Donnelly, 2015; Hudson, English, & 
Dawes, 2014; Kindler, 2015, 2016; Petriwskyi, 2014; Reid, 2015; Watt, 2015), it is still 
difficult to locate empirical research into how Phase One learning areas, or other learning 
areas, were implemented at the local school level.  Much of the current writing appears to 
explore certain aspects of the new curriculum, such as early years national curriculum 
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documents (Petriwskyi, 2014) and how to integrate engineering education across the 
Australian Curriculum (Hudson et al., 2014).  Another topic of particular attention in many 
papers is the review of the Australian Curriculum that was completed towards the end of 
2014 initiated by the Abbott Coalition Government at the time.  In fact, volume 35, number 1 
(2015) of the Curriculum Perspectives Journal was entirely devoted to this topic (e.g., 
Donnelly, 2015; Hart, 2015; Kindler, 2015, 2016; Reid, 2015; Watt, 2015; Zajda & 
Henderson, 2015).   
 
As demonstrated above, there is limited empirical literature around how the new curriculum 
has been implemented at the school level, and as such a lack of in-depth knowledge and 
understanding exist around the challenges and enablers that school leaders may encounter 
when implementing a large educational reform.  Whilst school leaders play a pivotal role in 
leading the national curriculum, teachers ultimately have to implement the curriculum at the 
classroom level.  It is conceivable that teachers will look to their school leaders to guide them 
in this area.  Therefore, how teachers respond to the efforts of their school leaders in leading 
the implementation of the national curriculum and the extent to which they believe these 
efforts have supported or stifled them could provide useful insights into the leadership of 
implementing the national curriculum.     
 
Given that this is the first time a national curriculum has been implemented in Australia, such 
implementation will require significant responses at the local school level.  A key message 
within the literature is that professional development has an important role to play in 
supporting the implementation of large-scale educational reforms (see, for example: 
Aubusson, 2011; Germeten, 2011; Sofou & Tsafos, 2010).  Whilst research on implementing 
a national curriculum has been conducted in other countries (see, for example: Germeten, 
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2011; Sandberg & Arlemalm-Hagser, 2011; Sofou & Tsafos, 2010) and is likely to hold 
important lessons for Australia, it is argued that the Australian context is unique and therefore 
likely to generate important findings that are idiosyncratic to Australia.  Thus, the 
transferability of findings from studies of other countries’ national curricula to the Australian 
context may be limited (Halpin, 2010).   
 
A significant body of literature exists on educational change, including studies of large-scale 
curriculum reforms.  A dominant theme within this literature is that changing the core of 
schooling is very difficult, particularly when proposed changes are faced with strong 
resistance from stakeholders who do not see the worth and value of such changes (see, for 
example: Bishop & Mulford, 1999; Cuban, 1990; McLaughlin, 1987).  The core of schooling 
includes teachers’ subject knowledge, knowledge of students’ learning and how teachers 
teach, as well as the structures supporting teaching and learning (Elmore, 1996).  Another 
theme is that structural changes do not necessarily alter classroom practices, norms and 
habits.  In the words of Fullan (1993), “to restructure is not to reculture” (p. 49).  However, 
Fullan (2000) also acknowledges that restructuring can be a facilitator for achieving effective 
change.  These findings provide insight into some of the challenges of implementing 
educational change and are likely to have some important implications for the current study.   
 
1.2 Research Questions 
As argued in the previous section, it is timely for research to be conducted in the area of how 
the implementation of the national curriculum in Australia is being led by leaders at the 
school level.  The key research question for this study is:  
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How does the curriculum leadership team in one school lead the implementation of a 
national curriculum? 
 
In order to address this question, the following sub-research questions were developed, which 
seek to examine various aspects of school-based leadership in the implementation of national 
curriculum reforms.   
  
1. What strategies are used by the school curriculum leadership team to lead the 
implementation of a national curriculum? 
 
2. What challenges and enablers, including those in relation to professional development, 
are encountered by the school curriculum leadership team when implementing a national 
curriculum?  
 
1.3 Significance of the Research 
As noted earlier in the chapter, there is limited research that has investigated the leadership of 
implementing a national curriculum within the Australian context.  Therefore, this study 
contributes to filling this gap in the literature.  It is anticipated that a study of this kind will 
make a significant and original contribution to knowledge in the field of school leadership 
and curriculum change, with specific reference to national curriculum reforms.   
 
Given that the landscape in which educational leaders operate is changing and there is 
mounting pressure on them to lead curriculum change as a result of education policies being 
framed to respond to globalisation, the findings of this case study have potential to contribute 
to a better understanding of the curriculum leadership role of school leaders within these 
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changing times.  Such an understanding may in turn contribute to a re-conceptualisation of 
school leaders’ roles and responsibilities.  The study also adds to the existing pool of studies 
on the implementation of national curricula of other countries and this provides an 
opportunity for better international comparisons of the findings of such studies, which may 
lead to further useful insights into the leadership of implementing national curriculum reform.  
In these ways, the study is significant.    
 
The findings of this study may also contribute to policymakers’ awareness of some of the key 
issues and challenges that school leaders may face in implementing mandated curriculum, 
which may assist them to devise future policies in education.  And by doing so, this may 
contribute to enhancing the prospect of school leaders successfully implementing future 
education reform.   Additionally, should the federal government, educational bodies (such as 
ACARA, and state and territory educational authorities) or schools undertake a review of the 
implementation of the Australian Curriculum, this study and its findings could be included in 
the pool of research that is examined to inform future directions on the development and 
implementation of the Australian Curriculum.   
 
1.4 Overview of Research Methodology 
The study employed a qualitative research methodology (Marshall & Rossman, 2006), as it 
was considered the most suitable choice in addressing the research questions.  A case study 
research strategy (Yin, 2003a, 2003b) was utilised to gather the necessary data from a 
purposeful sample of participants (Merriam, 1998; Neuman, 2000) at one P-12 independent 
Queensland school.  Given the nature of the research, a purposeful sample was deemed most 
appropriate as it is a sample from “which the most could be learned” (Merriam, 1998, p. 61) 
about the phenomenon under study.  More specifically, the school principal, and senior and 
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middle level curriculum leaders with responsibility for leading the implementation of Phase 
One learning areas of the Australian Curriculum at the case school participated in the study, 
as well as teachers involved with the implementation of this curriculum.  
 
A case study design allowed for an in-depth investigation of the areas of interest and enabled 
the use of several different data collection methods to obtain rich accounts of what is 
happening in the school site, which contributed to critical insights into the perceptions of the 
participants about the phenomenon being investigated (Babbie, 2008; Salkind, 2000; Stake, 
1995; Yin, 2003a, 2003b).  The use of multiple methods also allowed data triangulation to 
occur, which provided an opportunity to achieve a “more accurate and valid estimate of 
qualitative results” (Oliver-Hoyo & Allen, 2006, p. 42).  For the current research, the case 
study utilised the following research methods to gather the necessary data: documents; a 
questionnaire; and semi-structured interviews. 
 
1.5 Limitations of the Study 
Marshall and Rossman (2006) state that “All proposed research projects have limitations; 
none is perfectly designed” (p. 42).  There are two main limitations of this study.  First, is that 
the generalisability of findings is limited.  Yin (2003b) points out that such a criticism can 
also be levelled at a single experiment and argues that, “case studies, like experiments, are 
generalizable to theoretical propositions and not to populations or universes” (p. 10).  On its 
own, the current study may be limited in its ability to be generalised to the wider population, 
however, when considered with other case studies it may contribute to making broader 
generalisations about leading the implementation of mandated national curriculum reforms.   
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Second, is the potential bias that the researcher may bring to data collection and analysis, and 
reporting.  As the researcher has taught in P-12 independent Queensland schools and has held 
a middle level curriculum leadership position, there is a risk of those experiences 
predisposing her to possess certain views about the phenomenon under investigation.  
However, the study employed a number of measures to minimise the risk of such bias 
interfering with data collection and analysis, and reporting.  These measures are discussed in 
greater detail in Chapter Four which focuses on research methodology.    
 
1.6 Definitions of Key Terms 
National curriculum and Australian Curriculum 
This study utilises the term ‘national curriculum’ as the broad conceptualisation of what 
might be achieved in a single curriculum for all states and territories in Australia. The term 
‘Australian Curriculum’ (ACARA, 2016b) is used in the study with reference to the 2012 
online version [v3.0] produced under the auspices of the statutory body currently charged 
with its development, the Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority 
(ACARA).   
 
Leadership  
This study adopts the definition of ‘leadership’ proposed by McShane and Travaglione 
(2005) as being  “the process of influencing people and providing an environment for them to 
achieve team or organisational objectives” (p. 466).    
 
School curriculum leadership team 
In this study the term ‘school curriculum leadership team’ refers to the group of people 
within the school who have formal responsibility for leading the implementation of 
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curriculum reform, namely the school principal, and senior and middle level curriculum 
leaders.  In some schools, alternative titles for the school principal include Headmaster or 
Head of College.  Senior curriculum leaders are sometimes called Deputy Principal of 
Curriculum, Director of Teaching and Learning or Director of Studies, whilst middle level 
curriculum leaders are often referred to as Head of Department or Curriculum Leader.  
 
Professional development  
This study utilises the term ‘professional development’ to mean those activities in which 
teachers and school leaders engage with that are “aimed primarily at promoting learning and 
professional development of their professional knowledge, skills and values” (Bolam, 2002, 
p. 103), which may contribute to their professional learning, that is changes in these areas of 
knowledge, skills and values (Knapp, 2003).  Professional development activities may be 
formal or informal, school-based or through external providers, employer directed or self-
initiated by individual school leaders or teachers.   
 
1.7 Outline of the Thesis 
This thesis has been organised into eight chapters.  Chapter One has provided the background 
to the research and the research questions to be addressed.  The significance of the research 
was also outlined, and a brief overview of the research methodology was included.  
Furthermore, the limitations of the study were identified and the key terms of the study 
defined.  Chapter Two discusses the broader context in which the research is located.  It 
draws on the field of education policy and other related literature.   
 
Chapter Three reviews other fields of literature considered relevant to the research, which 
seeks to further establish the context and rationale for the study.  First, the fields of education 
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policy and globalisation are reviewed to provide an understanding of the broader context in 
which school leaders lead the implementation of the Australian Curriculum.  Second, the 
fields of educational change and curriculum change are reviewed to gain insights into the 
areas of interest of this study.  Third, the literature on the Australian Curriculum and national 
curricula of other countries are considered to further analyse these areas of interest.  
Literature pertaining to the role of school leaders in implementing curriculum change is also 
reviewed.  Lastly, some leadership theories, namely transformational, transactional, 
distributed and micro-political leadership theory, considered relevant to the research are 
discussed.  The key learnings of this literature review informed the conceptual framework 
adopted for the study.  This conceptual framework draws heavily on Sergiovanni’s (1995) 
change process model, which incorporates key concepts from Blase and Anderson’s (1995) 
micro-political leadership matrix.   
 
Chapter Four establishes the research design.  Justification for adopting a qualitative research 
methodology is provided.  The data collection and analysis techniques are outlined and 
explained.  Ethical issues and limitations of the research design are addressed.  The chapter 
also includes a schedule of the key stages and activities of the research project.  Findings 
around the two sub-research questions are presented in Chapters Five and Six.  Discussion of 
these findings is presented in Chapter Seven.  Lastly, Chapter Eight focuses on drawing key 
conclusions from the findings of the study and identifies the implications of these for theory, 
policy and practice.  The limitations of the study are discussed and some suggestions for 
future research are presented.   
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CHAPTER TWO: CONTEXT OF THE RESEARCH 
2.1 Chapter Two Introduction 
This chapter discusses the broader context in which the research is located.  First, the 
discussion focuses on the historical and political context for Australia’s first national 
curriculum, whilst also drawing from the field of education policy.  Halpin (2010) notes the 
importance of recognising and understanding the context from which national curricula 
emerge.  With reference to a comparison of the national curriculum of China and England, 
Halpin (2010) warns that care and caution are needed when the experience of one context is 
applied to another as contextual differences and political milieu shape such reforms.  
According to Halpin (2010), “what appears to work in one country simply either may not be 
relevant to or workable elsewhere....” (p. 259).  Accordingly, this chapter seeks to provide an 
understanding of the context for the emergence of the national curriculum in Australia.  In 
order to contextualise this further, the second part of this chapter focuses on the structural 
features of Australia’s education system as it is determined by the nation’s Constitution.     
 
2.2 The Australian Constitution and Education 
Under the Australian Constitution, which created a federal system of government on 1st 
January 1901, states have legislative power in education in accordance with Section 51.  A 
federal system of government is one that divides powers between a central government body 
and individual states and territories.  The Australian Capital Territory and Northern Territory 
are also treated like states because of their large population (Australian Government, n.d.).  
Section 51 has proven to be a constraint for the Commonwealth Government in introducing a 
national curriculum (Henderson, 2009).  However, Section 96 of the Australian Constitution 
permits the Commonwealth Government to provide financial grants to the states and 
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territories typically on certain terms and conditions that the states and territories must adhere 
to, and this has enabled successive federal governments since 1963 to indirectly influence 
education policy matters of the states and territories (Barcan, 1980; Brennan, 2011; Piper, 
1997).  This factor will become more evident in the proceeding section, which reviews the 
historical and political background of Australia’s first national curriculum.   
 
2.3 Historical and Political Context 
A review of the historical and political background to Australia’s first national curriculum 
establishes the context for its implementation.  The discussion that follows is organised 
within six periods.  Reid’s (2005) categorisation of the first three periods informs this 
overview, namely from 1968-1988, 1988-1993, and 1993-2003.  The additional three periods 
of 2003-2007, 2007-2012 and 2013-2016 warrant inclusion to reflect more contemporary 
understandings regarding the evolution of the national curriculum and collaboration across 
Australia.    
 
Period 1: 1968-1988 
During the Gorton Coalition Government of 1968-1971 there is evidence to suggest that the 
federal government was moving towards a national approach to curriculum.  The (then) 
Federal Minister of Education and Science, Malcolm Fraser, acknowledged the constitutional 
responsibilities of states in education, but also emphasised the Commonwealth’s interest in 
reducing unnecessary differences in curriculum content taught across states and territories so 
that the difficulties of children moving across state and territory borders, and studying under 
different curricula would be lessened (Reid, 2005).  Whilst at the time the federal government 
endeavoured not to intrude upon the constitutional responsibilities of the states and territories, 
it nonetheless indirectly influenced the curriculum of the states through funding curriculum 
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projects, such as the Australian Science Education Project in 1969 (Reid, 2005).  This was a 
jointly funded project between the Commonwealth, states and territories designed to develop 
science materials for schools, and it had the effect of achieving some consistency in 
curriculum across the states and territories.  Thus, such projects provided the Commonwealth 
with a means to manoeuvre around the constitutional rights of states and territories in 
education.   
 
Federal education bodies were also established that attempted to exert influence over state 
education.  In 1973 during the Whitlam Labor Government, the Commonwealth Schools 
Commission was established as a federal education body independent of state control.  Of 
significance, was the fact that it had the ability to encourage curriculum reform through 
specific funding allocations (Reid, 2005).  Another federal education body, the Curriculum 
Development Centre (CDC), was established in 1974.  As an independent statutory body, it 
contributed to curriculum development and managed a number of curriculum projects 
including the Social Education Materials Project (Reid, 2005).  The CDC also developed and 
distributed a discussion paper on the core curriculum in 1980 during the Fraser Coalition 
Government.  This paper was titled, A Core Curriculum for Australian schools: What it is 
and why we need one (Curriculum Development Centre, 1980).  However, with the exception 
of New South Wales, state education authorities did not support the idea of a core curriculum 
(Brennan, 2011).  This indicates that under the Australian Constitution, the autonomy of the 
states and territories in education matters can act as a barrier to Commonwealth efforts to 
establish a national approach to curriculum development and implementation.      
 
It can be seen that during the twenty-year period from 1968-1988, several attempts were 
made at the federal level to indirectly influence the curriculum of the states and territories, 
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particularly through establishment of education bodies and funded curriculum projects.  
These projects were centrally coordinated at the federal level, however, key aspects of these 
projects were governed and administered by the states and territories and this contributed to 
watering down a national perspective and enabled states and territories to retain their 
autonomy over the official curriculum (Reid, 2005).  These attempts toward a national 
approach to curriculum had also occurred during a twenty-year period that had seen five 
different governments elected into federal office.  Thus, Reid’s (2005) observation that 
during this period “curriculum change was piecemeal and open to shifting political whims” 
(p. 17) and that there was limited opportunity to conceptualise and “develop a coherent and 
consistent view to curriculum and approach to curriculum change” (p. 17) is hardly 
surprising.   
 
Period 2: 1988-1993 
The period from 1988-1993 heralded another wave of federal attempts to move towards a 
national approach to curriculum.  As became apparent, the constitutional realities of 
Australia’s federalism continued to pose challenges to federal government efforts to achieve a 
national curriculum.  Compared to the previous period, the nature of these attempts was more 
direct and characterised by economic rationalism, which aimed at positioning education goals 
within a broader economic agenda.  Hence, the term ‘corporate federalism’ was used to 
describe the approach to education policy taken by the federal government that reflects the 
federal-state relations pertaining to matters on schooling (Crump, 1993; Harris-Hart, 2010b; 
Lingard, 1993).  According to Harris-Hart (2010b), corporate federalism was evident in a few 
aspects of the federal process in managing national curriculum development.  In short, these 
aspects were: the use of economic discourse by the federal government; the view of 
curriculum as a ‘product-like entity’, particularly with the production of National Statements 
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and Profiles for key learning areas being defined as output; and the establishment of the 
education body, Curriculum Corporation, as a private company comprising of the 
Commonwealth and states and territories (Harris-Hart, 2010b).   
 
In 1988, John Dawkins, the then Minister for Employment, Education and Training of the 
Hawke Labor Government, released a policy statement titled, Strengthening Australia’s 
schools: A consideration of the focus and content of schooling (Dawkins, 1988).  This 
document advanced a national framework to curriculum, emphasising that education be 
linked to economic productivity, and it received cautious backing from the states (Brennan, 
2011; Harris-Hart, 2010b; Reid, 2005).  In 1989, the Hobart National Declaration on 
Schooling (Hobart Declaration) was released by the Australian Education Council (AEC), an 
education body comprising Education Ministers of the Commonwealth and states and 
territories.  In setting out the national goals for schooling, the AEC also foreshadowed an 
intent to establish a national curriculum agency, to commence a process of national 
collaborative curriculum development, and to introduce an annual nation report on schooling 
(Reid, 2005).  A mapping exercise of curriculum across the states and territories was also 
commissioned by the various states, the outcomes of which were used to develop national 
statements about key learning areas in the curriculum.  In 1991, the AEC agreed for 
curriculum to be organised into eight such learning areas.  Each state and territory was 
assigned one learning area to develop and share across the country, the outcomes of which 
were referred to as National Statements and Profiles (Ellerton & Clements, 1994).  
 
Such federal government efforts to establish a common curriculum across the nation were 
critiqued by Ellerton and Clements (1994) as a top-down approach characterised by a 
“dictatorial manner” (p. 3) without adequate consultation of key stakeholders, such as 
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academics with expertise in subject discipline areas relevant to the development of the 
national curriculum framework.  The authors argue that such an approach contributed to the 
failed efforts of the federal government in pursuing such a framework (Ellerton & Clements, 
1994).    
 
The National Statements and Profiles of the new curriculum were submitted to the June 1993 
meeting of the AEC in Perth.  At this time, Paul Keating had assumed the Prime Ministerial 
office in the Labor Government.  However, the National Statements and Profiles did not 
receive endorsement and were referred to the Hobart meeting of the Council in December 
1993 where they were also rejected.  All states and territories then referred the work to their 
own education authorities.  Reid (2005) points out that by this time “the political 
complexions of the states had changed, and a number of them were starting to get cold feet, 
fearing loss of control over the curriculum” (p. 18).   
 
This failure of federal efforts from 1988 to 1993 to achieve a national framework for 
curriculum was, as with those efforts of the previous period, indicative of the autonomy of 
states and territories in education matters.  These attempts were made more susceptible to 
failure because of Australia’s federal system of government in which the political terrain is 
subject to change at both levels of government.  For instance, when a new federal and/or state 
political party is elected there is a possibility that the new government may take a contrary 
view or position on the need for a national curriculum framework.   
 
Period 3: 1993-2003  
During the period of 1993-2003, the federal government resorted to a less direct approach at 
influencing the curriculum of the states and territories.  Although the National Statements and 
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Profiles were not endorsed as a national curriculum framework, they were released in 1994. 
Whilst states and territories were not obliged to implement this framework, the eight learning 
areas were adopted by some states in whole or in a modified form (Reid, 2005).  
Additionally, the Curriculum Corporation, an education body jointly funded by the states, 
territories and Commonwealth, played an active role in producing common curriculum 
materials.  The national goals of schooling first outlined in the Hobart Declaration were 
reviewed and revised ten years later at the Adelaide meeting of the Ministerial Council for 
Employment, Education, Training and Youth Affairs (MCEETYA) (a successor to the AEC).  
The new document was titled The Adelaide Declaration of National Goals for Schooling in 
the Twenty-first Century (MCEETYA, 1999) and it was often referred to by the states and 
territories in their curriculum documentation (Reid, 2005).  During this period, a number of 
projects were also initiated and funded by the Commonwealth.  In this way, the 
Commonwealth aimed at influencing the curriculum of states and territories for access to 
funding was aligned to achieving federal outcomes, hence such projects relied on the “lever 
of funding to engineer State compliance” (Reid, 2005, p. 19).  According to Reid (2005), 
these attempts at achieving a national curriculum have been centrally coordinated from a 
distance, such attempts resulted in “a piecemeal and/or superficial approach to national 
curriculum collaboration” (p. 19).   
 
Perhaps it should not be surprising to observe the federal government resorting to a less direct 
approach of influencing the curriculum of the states and territories, given its failure with the 
direct approach taken in the previous period of federal attempts.  However, regardless of a 
direct or indirect approach being employed, the realities of the political culture in Australia 
remained and have clearly made it problematic for the federal government to accomplish a 
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national curriculum framework.  This indicates that a national curriculum is likely to be 
achieved only with the consent and cooperation of the states and territories.   
 
Period 4: 2003-2007 
A new phase of federal attempts at influencing the curriculum of states and territories was 
evident from 2003 to 2007.  The concept of ‘coercive federalism’ has been used to describe 
the approach taken by the Howard Coalition Government in their efforts to move towards a 
common national curriculum (Harris-Hart, 2010b; Reid, 2005).  In this period, a national 
curriculum was advocated based on the claim that a consistent approach was the best means 
to prepare Australian students to be internationally competitive within the context of 
globalisation, and that this would not be possible with eight different educational jurisdictions 
(Harris-Hart, 2010b).  The Howard Coalition Government use of tied funding arrangements, 
as permitted by section 96 of the Australian Constitution, is indicative of coercive federalism 
in action.  Several papers indicate that a tied funding arrangement was used as an instrument 
to ensure state compliance with new policy directions in education (Harris-Hart, 2010b; Reid, 
2005, 2007, 2009).  For instance, The Schools (Learning Together – Achievement Through 
Choice and Opportunity) Assistance Act 2004 significantly changed federal-state funding 
relations in education.  Under this Act schools would receive funding from 2005 to 2012 
with:  
the requirements for states to commit, in exchange for funding, to plain English report 
cards, a common starting age by 2012, national testing standards in key subject areas, 
public school performance information, more power to school principals, explicit 
teaching of Australian values in schools, requiring all schools to fly the Australian 
flag, and initiatives to attend to school bullying and abuse. (Brennan, 2011, pp. 261-
262) 
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Harris-Hart (2010b) contends that the then Education Minister, Dr Brendan Nelson, at this 
time could not rely on a collaborative approach to pursuing a national curriculum, particularly 
given his public criticism of the education of the states and territories.  Thus, Nelson resorted 
to coercive federalism in his attempts to gain the consent of the states and territories for his 
national education agenda.  Through the tied grant arrangements, the states and territories 
were obliged to implement the changes prescribed by such arrangements.  Whilst the states 
and territories were not compelled to enter into such legally binding funding arrangements, 
some states and territories were experiencing unfavourable economic conditions during the 
post-GST tax reorganisation period and these circumstances heightened their dependence on 
federal funding (Brennan, 2011).  It can be seen that Section 96 of the Australian Constitution 
allowed the Howard Government to have considerable influence over state policy matters in 
education through tied grant arrangements.   
 
During this period, another mapping exercise was commissioned by MCEETYA to identify 
areas of overlap and difference in curriculum across the states.  The findings provided insight 
into the extent to which those efforts exerted at the federal level have impacted on the 
education systems of states and territories.  This mapping exercise discovered that the 
structure, band and organisation of most state documents related to the National Statements 
and Profiles developed during the early 1990s, and all education authorities provided support 
documents for programming and assessment.  In terms of the content description, cross-
curricula and essential organising principles, there were considerable variations (Brennan, 
2011).  From the mapping exercise, the education ministers through MCEETYA agreed on 
developments of statements of learning for English, mathematics, science and civics and 
citizenship learning areas based around essential knowledge, understanding, skills and 
capacities.  It is conceivable that at the time, this decision may have further contributed to 
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lessening the disparities in the curriculum across the states and territories.  Given the 
similarities found in the curriculum across the states and territories through the mapping 
exercise, it is not surprising to note Brennan’s (2011) argument that “there has been a de 
facto common or national curriculum for almost two decades, despite state based authorities 
retaining control and some diversity of emphasis” (p. 262).   
 
The proposal by Nelson in 2003 for an Australian Certificate of Education for Year 12 to be 
introduced in 2005 further signalled the Howard Government’s commitment to move towards 
a national curriculum.  This commitment was progressed further with the federal 
government’s efforts to develop a common history curriculum for all Australian schools.  In 
mid-2007, the Australian History Curriculum Reference Group (AHCRG) commissioned by 
the Howard Government to develop a national history curriculum syllabus, released the 
Guide to the Teaching of Australian History in Years 9-10 (Australian History Curriculum 
Reference Group, 2007).  However, this history curriculum was not realised, as the Howard 
Government suffered a landslide defeat to the Rudd Labor Party in November 2007.   
 
The period from 2003 to 2007 indicates that Section 96 of the Australian Constitution 
permitted the Howard Government to influence some education matters in the states and 
territories, through tied grant arrangements, which resulted in consistency in some aspects of 
education across the states and territories.  However, the realisation of a national curriculum 
would be left to the government of a different political persuasion that followed.   
 
Period 5: 2007- 2012 
A change of federal government in 2007 marked a new phase in attempts to work towards a 
national curriculum.  Unlike governments of the previous periods, the newly elected Rudd 
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Labor Government officially included a national curriculum as part of its education reform 
agenda.  In this government’s efforts to deliver on its national curriculum agenda, the then 
Federal Minister for Education, Julia Gillard, sought cooperation from the states and 
territories through the Council of Australian Government (COAG).  The approach taken was 
more of a subtle form of coercive federalism, mainly because of the legislative instruments 
that the Labor Government employed in advancing their national curriculum agenda (Harris-
Hart, 2010b).  This point is discussed further below.  Calls for consistent curriculum 
approaches to accommodate the children of defence force families, and those in professions 
that are highly mobile, resurfaced in the arguments for a national curriculum, together with 
the need for a common curriculum approach to capacity building young Australians for a 
globally competitive world (Brennan, 2011).    
 
In early 2008, the establishment of the National Curriculum Board (NCB) signalled the Rudd 
Government’s commitment to pursuing a single national curriculum.  During 2008 the NCB 
sponsored a national curriculum development paper (National Curriculum Board, 2008a), as 
well as a proposal on the shape of the national curriculum (National Curriculum Board, 
2008b).  The NCB also managed a major consultation and discussion phase during 
November-February 2009 on four subject areas: English, mathematics, science and history 
(Reid, 2005).  Brennan (2011) points out that only after this process was available for 
consultation did MCEETYA agree that the national curriculum was on the agenda and the 
Melbourne Declaration included a commitment whereby the Commonwealth, state and 
territory governments would work together with all school sectors to ensure world-class 
curriculum in Australia.  The Melbourne Declaration emphasised the need for education to 
prepare young people for the complexities of life in the 21st century, and it outlined two 
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broad goals for schooling that underpin further development of the Australian Curriculum.  
The two goals are: 
 “Goal 1: Australian schooling promotes equity and excellence 
  Goal 2: All young Australians become: 
- successful learners 
- confident and creative individuals 
- active and informed citizens” (MCEETYA, 2008, pp. 8-9) 
 
Eight discipline-based learning areas based on those of the 1990s are also specified by the 
Melbourne Declaration to be incorporated into the curriculum.  They are English, 
mathematics, science, humanities and social science, the arts, languages, health and physical 
education, and information and communication technology, and design and technology 
(MCEETYA, 2008, pp. 14-15).  In March 2009, MCEETYA released an accompanying 
document to the Melbourne Declaration, titled MCEETYA four-year plan 2009-2012: A 
companion document for the Melbourne Declaration on Educational Goals for Young 
Australians (MCEETYA, 2009), which included strategies and actions to support the 
development of the Australian Curriculum.  This plan encompassed the establishment of 
ACARA through the Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Act (2008) to 
oversee development of the Australian Curriculum.  As mentioned in Chapter One, ACARA 
was established in May 2009 and it replaced the NCB and Curriculum Corporation.  
According to Harris-Hart (2010b), this Act represented the government’s overt attempt to 
control national curriculum under the guise of cooperation in advancing its national education 
agenda.  Harris-Hart (2010b) also argues that the Schools Assistance Bill (2008) is another 
example of the subtle form of coercive federalism used by the government in engineering 
consent from the states and territories for its national curriculum.  This Bill provided financial 
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assistance to the states and territories for non-government schools for the period 2009 to 2013 
on the requirement that these schools implement the national curriculum (Harris-Hart, 
2010b).  From 1st January 2014, funding for both government and non-government schools is 
provided under the Australian Education Act 2013, which requires schools to implement 
national education initiatives, including the Australian Curriculum, in order to receive 
financial assistance.  These Acts are arguably reminiscent of the Howard era when tied grant 
arrangements were executed.   
 
On 8 December 2010, at which point Julia Gillard had taken over the Labor Leadership 
position and was Prime Minister, all education ministers of the states and territories endorsed 
Phase One learning areas of the Australian Curriculum (Foundation – Year 10), with their 
implementation being the responsibility of the states and territories.  The current national 
curriculum has been made possible due to the support of the states and territories during this 
period.  However, states and territories continue to retain their constitutional autonomy in 
education.  Therefore, the implementation of the national curriculum is not an absolute 
certainty as states and territories may choose to withdraw their support and/or decide against 
endorsing further development and implementation of the remainder of the Australian 
Curriculum.  These points are consistent with those made by Reid (2009) who states that: 
This bipartisan support does not alter the fact that constitutionally the power to decide 
on curriculum matters still reside with the states ... At any time, such as with the 
election of a number of Liberal state governments, that support could be withdrawn.  
ACARA can be neutered.  (p. 3) 
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Period 6: 2013 – 2016  
In 2013, the Coalition Federal Government under the leadership of Tony Abbott was elected.  
Under this leadership, a review of the Australian Curriculum took place.  This review was 
initially signalled in their policy, The Coalition’s Policy for Schools: Students First, which 
was released leading up to the federal election of September 2013.  Specifically, the policy 
proposed a review to give attention to whether the curriculum was meeting expectations of 
parents, the Years 11 and 12 curriculum, ongoing development and implementation of the 
curriculum, and the functions of ACARA that are not curriculum-related to be transferred to 
the Australian Government Department of Education and Training (Watt, 2015).   
 
The momentum for a review of the Australian Curriculum increased pace after the 
appointment of Christopher Pyne as the Federal Minister for Education as evidenced by his 
decision to appoint Professor Kenneth Wiltshire and Dr Kevin Donnelly to head this review 
and provide recommendations to the government.  This review was officially announced on 
the 10th January 2014 in a media release, in which Minster Pyne stated that the review is to 
“evaluate the robustness, independence and balanced of the Australian Curriculum by looking 
at both the development and process and content” (Pyne, 2014, p. 1).  The announcement 
drew considerable criticisms from the opposition party, Australian Labor Party, and other 
stakeholders around premature timing and members of the review panel as possessing 
conservative views of the Australian Curriculum (Watt, 2015).    
 
The review panel were expected to prepare a preliminary report in March 2014 and a final 
report in August 2014.  The final report, Review of the Australian Curriculum Final Report, 
proposed 30 recommendations to the government (Australian Government Department of 
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Education and Training, 2014).  According to Kindler (2015), the recommendations can be 
grouped into 12 topics, as summarised below: 
 Student well-being (recommendation 1), and parent engagement (recommendations 2 
and 3) 
 Teacher capacity and efficacy of different pedagogical approaches, a national 
assessment program and national school performance authority, quality assurance of 
F-10 (recommendations 4, 5, 13, 19, 21, 22 and 28) 
 What is mandatory and what is elective, an overcrowded curriculum and how can 
time allocation be managed?  Core content (recommendations 6, 9, 12 and 14) 
 A to E achievements and uniform descriptions of A to E levels (recommendations 7 
and 20) 
 Aims, values and principles (recommendation 8) 
 Disability (recommendation 10) 
 The Wiltshire/Donnelly models (recommendation 11) 
 Judeo-Christian Heritage (recommendation 15) 
 Scope and sequence (recommendation 16) 
 Reduction of cross-curriculum priorities (recommendation 17) and capabilities 
(recommendation 18) 
 Future curriculum design (recommendation 23) 
 ACARA governance, reporting to Parliament, five yearly cycles (recommendations 
24-27, 29 and 30) 
 
Kindler (2016) points out that ACARA “ignored most of the recommendations” (p. 57).  
According to Kindler (2016), this was not surprising as the “two reviewers seemed not to 
agree among themselves, approached the review with many preconceived and critical biases 
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and lacked the foundational rigour or background that ACARA had painstakingly gathered in 
its consultation stage” (p. 57).  Moreover, ACARA established as an independent statutory 
body, charged with the responsibility to oversee the development of the national curriculum, 
was not bound to implement these recommendations.   
 
Under the Turnbull Coalition Government from 2015, ACARA continues to oversee the 
development of the Australian Curriculum and the implementation of this curriculum remains 
to be “a matter for state and territory school and curriculum authorities, who decide how the 
Australian Curriculum is implemented and the timelines for implementation in their state and 
territory, including which version of the Australian Curriculum is used” (ACARA, 2016a) as 
long as they continue to endorse the curriculum.   
 
Summary 
The above discussion of the historical and political background of the evolution of the 
national curriculum in Australia across five historical periods demonstrates that different 
federal governments have considered a national curriculum as necessary for the national 
interest.  However, the constitutional autonomy of states and territories in education 
continued to be a barrier to federal governments to realise a national curriculum framework.  
Whilst the current federal government has been able to gain support for such a national 
curriculum from the states and territories, there is no guarantee that such support will be 
sustained given the political realities of Australian federalism whereby newly elected state or 
territory governments can withdraw such support.  This highly politicised context may have 
implications for the longevity of the Australian Curriculum, and it is this current context in 
which the national curriculum is being implemented.   
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2.4 Education Systems of States, Territories and School Sectors 
A study concerning how a school curriculum leadership team in one P-12 independent 
Queensland school leads the implementation of a national curriculum requires an 
understanding of the education systems of states and territories, as well as the different school 
sectors that exist.  This understanding will further help illustrate the uniqueness of the 
Australian context in which school leaders and teachers work and have to implement the 
Australian Curriculum.  In the discussion that follows, some attention is given to the 
Queensland context.   
 
State/Territory Education Systems 
Because legislative power for education constitutionally belongs to states and territories, each 
state and territory is able to pursue its own education policy agenda and have its own 
education system.  Some similarities exist across the states and territories in how education 
departments have been established and structured.  As can be seen in Table 2.1, there is a 
government department that oversees education where the department reports to the 
Education Minister of the elected government in each state or territory.  In addition, each 
state and territory has a statutory education authority, a body of the government that 
essentially provides guidelines, support and advice to schools on matters of curriculum, 
assessment, reporting and certification of senior secondary education.  In Victoria two 
authorities exist to cover these functions for P-12.  However, in Tasmania, South Australia 
and Australian Capital Territory, the statutory authorities are only concerned with the senior 
years of education, and certification of senior secondary education, whilst guidance, support 
and advice for P-10 curriculum, assessment and reporting remain the responsibility of the 
state’s or territory’s department of education.  In all other states and territories, education 
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authorities provide guidance, support and advice for P-12 curriculum, assessment and 
reporting, as well as certification of senior secondary education.   
 
The year levels for which departments and authorities have oversight are indicated in 
brackets in Table 2.1.  The name of these authorities as they were at the time of the research 
are indicated in the third column of this table, whilst the new names of some of these 
authorities at the time of submission of this thesis are included in the last column.  In relation 
to Queensland, the Queensland Studies Authority (QSA) changed its name to the Queensland 
Curriculum and Assessment Authority (QCAA) from July 2014. 
 
All statutory education authorities (or boards) listed in Table 2.1 are members of the 
Australasian Curriculum, Assessment and Certification Authorities (ACACA), a national 
body that “provides a national means and advice for monitoring and enhancing developments 
in senior secondary curriculum and certification” (ACACA, 2016, para. 3).  Statutory 
education authorities of states and territories are informed by the principles and guidelines of 
ACACA in these areas.  
  
 
 
43 
 
Table 2.1 
State/Territory Department of Education and Statutory Education Authority 
 
State/Territory Government Department 
for Education 
Statutory Education 
Authority (SEA) 
SEA Name Change 
Queensland  Department of Education and 
Training  
Queensland Studies 
Authority (P-12) 
Queensland Curriculum 
and Assessment 
Authority (P-12) 
 
New South Wales Department of Education and 
Communities 
Board of Studies NSW (P-
12) 
Board of Studies 
Teaching & Educational 
Standards NSW (P-12) 
 
Western Australia Department of Education  School Curriculum and 
Standards Authority (P-12) 
School Curriculum and 
Standards Authority (P-
12) 
 
Victoria  Department of Education and 
Early Childhood 
Development 
- Victorian Curriculum 
and Assessment 
Authority (P-12) 
- Victorian Registrations 
and Qualifications 
Authority (P-12) 
 
n/a  
Tasmania Department of Education (P-
10) 
Tasmanian Qualifications 
Authority (11-12) 
Office of Tasmanian 
Assessment, Standards 
& Certification (11-12) 
 
Southern Australia Department of Education and 
Child Development (P-10) 
South Australian Certificate 
of Education (SACE) Board 
of South Australia (11-12) 
 
n/a 
Northern Territory Department of Education and 
Training 
Northern Territory Board of 
Studies (P-12) 
 
n/a 
Australian Capital 
Territory (ACT) 
Department of Education and 
Training (P-10) 
ACT Board of Senior 
Secondary Studies (11-12) 
n/a 
Note: For ease of reference, this table refers to the year of education prior to Year 1 as the Preparatory Year (P), however, 
some states and territories use alternative names, such as Kindergarten. 
 
School Sectors 
Within each state and territory, schools belong to one of three school sectors – government, 
Catholic or independent.  According to the Australian Bureau of Statistics’ (2016) latest 
publication on schools in Australia that was released in March 2016, there was a total of 1725 
schools in Queensland.  This total comprised 1234 (71.54 %) government schools, 299 
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(17.33 %) Catholics schools and the remaining 192 (11.13 %) were independent schools 
(Australian bureau of Statistics, 2016).  At the time of this research in 2013, the total number 
of schools was slightly lower at 1719, of which 1238 (72.02 %) were government schools, 
297 (17.28 %) were Catholic schools and the remaining 184 (10.70 %) were independent 
schools.   
 
In Queensland, the employing authority for the government sector is the Department of 
Education and Training.  Government schools operate in accordance with the policies and 
guidelines of this department.  The overarching body for Queensland Catholic education is 
Queensland Catholic Education Commission (QCEC).  It has state-wide responsibilities for 
schools which are administered by five autonomous Catholic education authorities with each 
located in a diocese (region) headed by a Catholic bishop, as well as Catholic schools which 
exist independently of these diocesan, referred to as Religious Institute schools (QCEC, 
2012c).  There are 18 Religious Institutes which are owned and administered by various 
institutes/orders of religious sisters, brothers and priests (QCEC, 2012a).  QCEC is the peak 
body representing and supporting schools affiliated with the Catholic Church, however, the 
system of governance and policy-making resides within each of the five Catholic education 
authorities and 18 Religious Institutes (QCEC, 2012c).   
 
There is no overarching system authority for the independent sector, although most 
independent schools are voluntary members of Independent Schools Queensland (ISQ), 
which is an association providing representation and support to its members.  According to 
ISQ’s website, it provides its members with a broad range of services and resources, which 
include: 
 A comprehensive professional learning program for school staff 
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 Classroom teaching resources 
 Administration of a range of Commonwealth Government and Queensland 
Government Programs 
 Specialist advice and resources on school governance, strategic planning, compliance 
and operational management 
 A confidential employee relations service 
 Tools and resources for schools to evaluate the effectiveness of their operations 
 Advice and resources on international education 
 Support and advice on setting up a new school or campus 
 Updates and strategic briefings on the independent schools sector 
 A forum for debate on significant policy issues 
 Group schemes for a range of services and products 
(ISQ, 2016) 
 
Independent schools are those with autonomous governing bodies whereby governance and 
management occur at the level of the individual schools (ISQ, 2012).  Some independent 
schools with particular ethnic or Church affiliations also operate in accordance with policies 
and guidelines of a system authority.  For example, all Lutheran schools in Queensland have 
their own College Council and are informed by the policies and guidelines of Lutheran 
Education Queensland (LEQ), which is the system authority.  LEQ is also informed by 
policies of its national office, Lutheran Education Australia (LEA).   
 
In relation to curriculum in Queensland, different school sectors or system authorities may 
have their own curriculum policies and guidelines, but these need to be in line with the 
requirements of the state’s statutory education authority, QSA (now QCAA).  Schools in 
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Queensland, regardless of their sector or affiliation, are required to provide curriculum 
programs in accordance with relevant curriculum documents, such as subject area syllabi 
developed by QCAA or syllabi developed by the schools concerned which have been 
accredited by QCAA.  Schools with certain ethnic or Church affiliations may endorse a 
particular ethos or philosophy through their curriculum as stipulated by their system 
authority’s curriculum policies and guidelines.  For example, QCEC (2012b) endorses that 
curriculum in Catholic schools be based on the beliefs, values and philosophy of the Catholic 
community.  However, QCAA retains a final say in the endorsement of school sector 
curriculum plans, particularly in the senior phase of schooling. 
  
As the statutory body for the implementation of curriculum in Queensland, QCAA has 
developed guidelines and resources for and provided advice to schools during the transition 
to the Australian Curriculum.  Its other role and functions have largely remained unchanged 
prior to its name change (QCAA, 2016).  Specifically, it continues to oversee assessment and 
moderation, student certification and certificates of achievement, and matters related to 
tertiary entrance (QCAA, 2016). 
 
On the matter of the Australian Curriculum, states and territories have responsibility for its 
implementation (ACARA, 2016a).  A summary of implementation plans from the states and 
territories for Phase One learning areas of the Australian Curriculum was prepared by 
ACARA (2014).  In reviewing this summary, a number observations can be made.  First, 
there is no unitary approach being taken across states and territories to implement Phase One 
learning areas.  Not all states and territories had commenced the implementation of Phase 
One learning areas in 2012.  For instance, New South Wales (NSW) delayed implementation 
until 2014 so that it could develop its own P-10 syllabuses for Phase One learning areas to 
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give expression in the NSW style to the Australian Curriculum content description (ACARA, 
2012; Piccoli, 2011).  In South Australia and Tasmania, each school sector developed its own 
approach and timeline for implementation, whilst school sectors in other states and territories 
are working together and have agreed on a more unified approach and timeline.  In 
Queensland, the QSA and the three school sectors represented by EQ, QSA and ISQ agreed 
on a staged approach to implementing the P–10 Phase One learning areas of the Australian 
Curriculum (QSA, 2012).  According to the latest summary of implementation of the 
curriculum across the states and territories (August, 2014), Queensland schools were 
expected to have Australian Curriculum Mathematics, English and Science taught in 
classrooms across all P-10 year levels using the Australian Curriculum in 2012, while the 
history curriculum was expected to be taught in classrooms across all P-10 year levels in 
2013 (ACARA, 2014).   
 
Because education constitutionally rests in the hands of states and territories, it is 
unsurprising to observe that different approaches and timelines have been adopted by the 
states and territories or school sectors for implementing Phase One learning areas of the 
Australian Curriculum.  In relation to Phase One learning areas, ACARA suggested that they 
be fully implemented in schools by 2013, however, it no longer prescribes a timeframe for 
implementation.  In fact, and as noted earlier, ACARA (2016a) clearly states that the timeline 
for implementation is a matter for the states and territories.   
 
Summary  
It is clear that there is no ‘one’ particular context in which schools operate in Australia, as 
each state and territory has its own education system and schools belong to one of three 
school sectors.  There is also no ‘one’ particular approach or timeline that has been adopted 
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to implement Phase One learning areas of the Australian Curriculum by the states and 
territories.  This is perhaps expected given that education constitutionally belongs to the 
states and territories and they are at liberty to decide on how and when to implement the 
Australian Curriculum into their schools.   
 
2.5 Chapter Two Conclusion 
Since Federation, the Australian Constitution shaped the education landscape in this nation.  
As states and territories have constitutional autonomy in education matters, they have their 
own education system and education policy agenda.  This autonomy has proven to be a 
barrier for past federal governments to successfully develop and implement a single national 
framework for the development of a curriculum, despite their adoption of different 
approaches or forms of federalism to national curriculum collaboration.  The new Australian 
Curriculum has been made possible because of the support of states and territories.  While the 
political and constitutional context in which it exists mean that support can be withdrawn at 
any time, thus thwarting this national endeavour, it could be argued that this is unlikely given 
contractual tied funding arrangements that states and territories have entered into with the 
federal government.  Given the constitutional autonomy of states and territories in education, 
it is unsurprising to observe that different approaches and timelines are being adopted to 
implement the Australian Curriculum across these states and territories.  Nevertheless, these 
approaches and timelines will inform schools’ implementation of the Australian Curriculum 
into classrooms.  It is evident that schools operate within a broad national context, but also 
within the context of the education system of the state and territory.  In addition, schools are 
also informed by the curriculum policies and guidelines of their school sector or system 
authority.   
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It is argued that the uniqueness of the Australian context as discussed in this chapter is likely 
to have implications for school leaders in leading the implementation of the national 
curriculum.  For instance, it is conceivable that school leaders will rely on information made 
available at the different levels of education contexts (national, state/territory and school 
sector) in which they operate in leading the implementation of the Australian Curriculum into 
their schools.  Therefore, a study that investigates how school leaders lead the 
implementation of the national curriculum within the Australian context should be expected 
to generate important findings that are idiosyncratic to Australia.     
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CHAPTER THREE: LITERATURE REVIEW 
3.1 Chapter Three Introduction 
The previous chapter established the Australian policy context in which the research is 
located.  This chapter continues to review the literature considered pertinent to the research, 
which further establishes the context and rationale for this study.   
 
In order to investigate, discuss and analyse how members of the school curriculum leadership 
team in one P-12 independent Queensland school lead the implementation of the Australian 
Curriculum, it is necessary to review a range of related literature.  First, in order to appreciate 
the wider context in which educational leadership is located, an understanding of 
globalisation and education policy, particularly how they relate to education change, is 
considered as necessary.  Bell and Stevenson (2006) state that educational leadership is 
shaped by the policy environment in which it operates.  Furthermore, as this research seeks to 
investigate how school leaders lead the implementation of a large-scale curriculum reform, 
this chapter reviews related literature on educational and curriculum change, large-scale 
curriculum reforms, as well as literature on the Australian Curriculum and national curricula 
of other countries.  A review of related literature on leadership, particularly how it relates to 
curriculum change is also considered important.  These fields of literature are drawn on to 
analyse the areas of interest identified within the two sub-research questions, namely 
strategies school leaders use in leading the implementation of a national curriculum, and 
challenges and enablers they encounter in implementing a national curriculum.   
 
The key findings, themes or learnings from the literature review are used to inform the 
conceptual framework adopted for this study.  This conceptual framework is outlined and 
discussed in the last section of this chapter.   
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3.2 Education Policy 
A key observation from the field of education policy is an emphasis on policy as a product 
and process.  For example, Blakemore and Griggs (2007) state that social policy can be 
viewed “as aims or goals, or statements of what ought to happen [such as] … to improve 
human welfare … and to meet human needs for education, health, housing and social 
security” (p. 1).  Blakemore and Griggs (2007) add that “social policies are what happens ‘on 
the ground’ when they are implemented, as well as what happens at the preliminary decision-
making or legislative stage” (p. 1).  Bowe, Ball, and Gold (1992) also clarify policy as 
product and process.  Process is considered to be continuous or seen as a cycle rather than 
something that is linear (Bowe et al., 1992).  They argue that “policy generation still [takes] 
place after the legislation has been effected” (Bowe et al., 1992, p. 14).  This also suggests 
that policy is reconceptualised through stages of policy processes or policy contexts (Rizvi & 
Lingard, 2010; Taylor, Rizvi, Lingard, & Henry, 2013).  In the context of schooling systems, 
Rizvi and Lingard (2010) point out that policy is mediated by practices of school leaders, but 
also by ways teachers interpret that policy and translate it into practice.  Thus, policy can be 
formed and re-formed during implementation and, with reference to the school context, they 
highlight that the strategic direction of policy can be modified and changed by the 
organisational procedures and operational practices of the school (Ball, Maguire, & Braun, 
2012; Ball, Maguire, Braun, & Hoskins, 2011a, 2011b; Bell & Stevenson, 2006).     
 
Similarly, Ball (2006) also emphasises the need to view policy as product and process and 
states that “the question of ‘what is policy?’, should not mislead us into unexamined 
assumptions about policies as ‘things’; policies are also processes and outcomes” (p. 44).  
Two conceptualisations of policy have been provided by Ball (2006).  They are policy as text 
and policy as discourse, however, Ball (2006) states that policy is both rather than just one or 
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the other.  More specifically, Ball (2006) contends that policy texts are framed by discourses.  
In clarifying policy as text, Ball (2006) conceptualises policies as representations which are 
encoded and decoded in complex ways.  The processes of writing and reading policies shape 
its form.  Moreover, policy as discourse emphasises that policies are framed and shaped by 
broader discourses, or as Bowe et al. (1992) explain, “decontextualised from its original 
location and then recontextualised into a new assemblage” (p. 14) within different policy 
contexts.  According to Ball et al. (2012), policies are “intimately shaped and influenced by 
school specific-factors” (p. 19).   As schools vary in terms of their histories, structure, culture, 
leadership dynamics, resources and so on, it is expected that educational policies are shaped 
differently across schools (Ball, 2006; Ball et al., 2012; Ball et al., 2011a, 2011b).   
 
It can be summarised that education policy encompasses a process that aims to attain pre-
determined goals, outcomes or products of government.  Thus,  policy is about change and 
through policy, governments can seek to reform education (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010; Taylor et 
al., 2013).  This has been evident in Australia where governments have used tied-grant 
arrangements through legislation to achieve their education agenda, particularly during the 
era when Brendan Nelson was Federal Education Minister.  The recent development and 
implementation of the national curriculum in Australia is another example of the federal 
government utilising policy in its efforts to realise its vision of a national curriculum.  In 
particular, the Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority Act 2008 
established ACARA to oversee the development and implementation of the Australian 
Curriculum.  As education policy is reconceptualised and mediated within this process at the 
policy-making level and practice level, it can be inferred that initial conceptualisations of 
certain outcomes or products to be achieved by the government may well fall short of 
expectations.    
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3.3 Globalisation and Education Policy 
A key theme within the education literature is that education policy is being framed by the 
forces and processes of globalisation.  In Australia, globalisation has also been cited within 
policy documents, such as the Melbourne Declaration, as a factor driving the development 
and implementation of the national curriculum.  In order to explore the relationship between 
globalisation and education policy further, some understanding of globalisation is warranted.  
The term ‘globalisation’ emerged during the 1990s to denote significant changes taking place 
across the world, such as the velocity and volume at which goods, money, ideas, images and 
even people move across national borders (Christie, 2008; Waite, Rodriguez, & Wadende, 
2015).  However, the meaning, origins and implications of globalisation have been widely 
debated and it is therefore a highly contested notion (Ampuja, 2015; Christie, 2008; Rizvi & 
Lingard, 2010; Robertson & Khondker, 1998).  According to Robertson and Khondker 
(1998), it is sometimes used without any explicit definition.   
 
Drawing on the work of Held and McGrew (2000), Rizvi and Lingard (2010) outline three 
contrasting theoretical positions on globalisation.  First, the ‘globalists’ position views 
globalisation as a “real and significant historical development that has fundamentally altered 
all aspects of our Lives” (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010, p. 23).  The ‘sceptics’ position holds 
globalisation as a “primarily ideological social construction that has little explanatory value” 
(Rizvi & Lingard, 2010, p. 23).  About mid-way is the ‘transformationalists’ perspective 
which suggests that "globalisation has an undeniably material form insofar as it describes 
shifts resulting from growing flows of trade, capital and people as well as ideas, images and 
ideologies” (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010, p. 23).  Furthermore, this perspective views globalisation 
as having “produced entrenched and enduring patterns of worldwide interconnectedness – the 
stretching of social relations and activities across national spaces and regions resulting in 
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almost all communities becoming enmeshed in worldwide systems and networks of 
interaction” (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010, p. 24).    
 
Rizvi and Lingard (2010) amongst others including Castells (2001), Tikly (2001), Christie 
(2008) and Roberston (1995) highlight that globalisation does not affect all communities in 
the same way and that the globalised world is heterogeneous and characterised by increasing 
inequalities.  Castells (2001) contends that the new global economy has increased standards 
of living in the world at large, but the processes of globalisation have been extraordinarily 
uneven and exclusionary.  In particular, globalisation has resulted in extraordinary 
productivity and creatively being concentrated in developed countries, whilst developing 
countries characterised by traditional manufacturing-based and public sector employment 
lack the political basis to resist change, but  do not have the ability to be integrated into the 
modern sector of competitive production based on information (Banya & Zajda, 2015; 
Castells, 2001; Geo-JaJa & Zajda, 2015). 
 
Thus, according to Rizvi and Lingard (2010), globalisation refers not only to shifts in patterns 
of transnational economic activities, such as capital and finance, but also to the ways in 
which contemporary political and cultural configurations have been reshaped by major 
advances in information technologies.  Furthermore, globalisation also describes a set of 
empirical changes and prescribes desired interpretations of and responses to these changes 
(Rizvi & Lingard, 2010).  Additionally, Rizvi and Lingard (2010) argue that globalisation 
impacts on the ways in which the possibilities of our lives are interpreted and imagined.  
Rizvi and Lingard (2010) conclude that the “idea of globalization represents both an 
ideological formation and a social imaginary that now shapes the discourses of education 
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policy” (p. 23).  Other writers are also of a similar view (e.g., Bolsmann & Miller, 2008; 
Carlin & Neidhart, 2015; Rust & Jacob, 2015). 
 
A theme within the literature is the view that globalisation has changed the world economy 
and in preparing workers for this economy it is necessary to reform education.  Carnoy and 
Rhoten (2002) state that “globalisation is a force reorganising the world’s economy” (p. 2).  
They add that the main resources for this economy are increasingly knowledge and 
information and if these are fundamental to the development of this global economy, the 
global economy is said to shape the nature of educational opportunities and institutions 
(Carnoy & Rhoten, 2002; Waite et al., 2015; Zajda, 2015).  Marginson (1999) also states that 
education is increasingly shaped by globalisation both directly and via the effects of 
globalisation in national governments, and at the same time education has become a key 
medium of globalisation.  According to Marginson (1999), education is being seen by 
national governments as the main policy lever for national economic competitiveness as 
education has a key role in the formation of skills required to operate in the global 
environment (see also, Gopinathan, 2007; Sahlberg, 2006).  Thus, globalisation has given rise 
to a new discourse of education policy (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010; Rust & Jacob, 2015).  Rizvi 
and Lingard (2010) assert that this will have serious ramifications for rethinking curriculum, 
pedagogy and evaluation, and point out that such discourse has been enacted differently 
across the world.  Similarly, Carney (2008) contends that global visions and policies take 
form in particular contexts and are increasingly interconnected by the discourse of the global 
economy.   
 
The discourse of globalisation as shaping education policy to reform education is evident in 
Australia, particularly with its recent move towards a single national curriculum framework.  
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The Melbourne Declaration, referred to by ACARA in advocating the development and 
implementation of the Australian Curriculum, explicitly states that, 
In the 21st century Australia’s capacity to provide a high quality of life for all will 
depend on the ability to compete in the global economy on knowledge and innovation.  
Education equips young people with the knowledge, and understanding, skills and 
values to take advantage of opportunity and to face the challenges of this era with 
confidence. (MCEETYA, 2008, pp. 4-5) 
 
Rizvi and Lingard (2010) observe that there has been a steady transfer of political authority to 
determine and manage the curriculum from local/state to the national level in Australia.  The 
development of the national curriculum as centrally orchestrated by a federal statutory 
curriculum body (i.e., ACARA), even though states and territories constitutionally retain 
autonomy in education, is illustrative of this transfer of political authority.  According to 
Rizvi and Lingard (2010), this transfer of political authority has been justified in terms of 
efforts to ensure better articulation between education and economic policies so that national 
competitiveness can be achieved within the global economy.  They posit that this “emphasis 
is located within the neoliberal imaginary which draws on the values of the market and 
system efficiency rather than on goals of democratic equality and community” (Rizvi & 
Lingard, 2010, p. 114).  Other researchers have also noted that globalisation is closely linked 
with the ideology of neo-liberalism (see, for example: Ampuja, 2015; Bolsmann & Miller, 
2008; Bottery, 2002; Carter, 2015; Geo-JaJa & Zajda, 2015; Goldberg, 2006; Zajda, 2010, 
2015).  However, it should be noted that over an extensive period various federal 
governments in Australia have attempted to influence the education of states and territories, 
such as through tied-grant arrangements during the Howard Coalition era.  Therefore, this 
transfer of political authority to determine and manage curriculum in Australia has intensified 
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in the current global climate rather than having arisen from it.   Nonetheless, “globalisation 
has given rise a new discourse of education policy, with serious implications for rethinking 
curriculum, pedagogy and evaluation” (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010, p. 113).  It is argued that the 
development and implementation of a single national curriculum in Australia is evidence of 
this.   
 
Globalising education policy and the push for national curricula are occurring during a time 
when knowledge and information are emerging as the main resources in the global economy 
as fundamental for its development. This emphasis on the production and usefulness of 
knowledge in the global economy is also shaping the nature of educational opportunities and 
institutions (Carnoy & Rhoten, 2002) and how things are done in schools – it puts enormous 
pressure on school leaders to implement change.  As noted above, another significant aspect 
of globalisation is the emergence of neo-liberalism as a political ideology.  Neo-liberalism is 
characterised by R. Simmons (2010) as when “government, its institutions and the law are 
used proactively to create competition and to drive the market in all areas of social life” (p. 
370). Neo-liberalism is now recognised as the dominant economic philosophy of 
globalisation.  It can be described as a preference for the minimalist state and as concerned 
with promoting “the instrumental values of competition, economic efficiency and choice, to 
deregulate and privatise state functions” (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010, p. 31).  Globalisation is also 
characterised as “typically linked with a neoliberal economic logic that is used to justify a 
market-driven mentality” (Goldberg, 2006, p. 78).  In this context, neo-liberal policies have 
prompted a focus on competition, economic efficiency, choice and growth and this also 
impacts on how principals manage their schools and their leadership styles and top-down 
curriculum reform in an efficient/business type approach.  
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Because this study is concerned with educational change (and more specifically, curriculum 
change) and implementation, the following section draws on some of the salient literature 
related to these areas with the aim of analysing this study’s areas of interest.     
 
3.4 Educational Change 
The term ‘educational change’ has been used in the literature as a broad term to encompass 
various types of change that occur within an educational or schooling context.  For example, 
Fullan (1993, 2007b, 2009) makes reference to large-scale reforms, open plan schools, 
individualised instruction, and school-based management under the banner of educational 
change.  In this next section, the literature on educational change is drawn on to the extent 
that it provides insights into understandings about curriculum change, large-scale reforms and 
the areas of interest of this study.  In particular, the key findings of this review are outlined 
and discussed.  A discussion on the change process is also considered pertinent given the 
focus of the research.      
 
3.4.1 Key Findings from the Field of Educational Change 
A dominant theme within the field of educational change is that educational reforms have 
achieved limited success in effecting changes in teaching and learning to maximise student 
outcomes, and whilst minor successes have been noted in a small number of schools, it has 
been proven to be difficult in replicating this success on a large scale (Elmore, 1996; Fullan, 
1993, 2000; McLaughlin, 1987).  Fullan (2000) also points out that with such successes, there 
is no assurance that they will last.  Similarly, Sergiovanni (1995) states that “some changes 
fade away, some changes stay, but few changes touch teachers and students and few changes 
affect teaching learning in the long run” (p. 278).  Thus, education reforms have been adopted 
and implemented, but they have not been institutionalised (Fullan, 2000; Sergiovanni, 1995).  
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Institutionalisation is a process of making a change routine, so that it becomes part of the 
ordinary life of the school (Sergiovanni, 1995).   
 
This literature has offered a number of possible reasons to explain the abovementioned 
observations and has proposed a number of recommendations.  To put it broadly, there are 
internal and external factors to the school setting that can impede or enable the 
implementation of an educational reform and these may require attention in order to 
implement such reform effectively.  It is argued that these factors can have implications for 
school leaders’ effort (and the strategies they employ) in implementing an educational reform 
at the local school level.  These factors can translate into challenges or enablers for school 
leaders during the implementation process.  Furthermore, such factors appear to be 
predominantly associated with the structure and/or culture of the education system and/or 
school setting.  The findings also suggest that the change process is nonlinear, complex and 
multi-dimensional (Fullan, 1993, 2007a, 2007b, 2009; McLaughlin, 1987) and requires the 
efforts of several interacting units of change (Sergiovanni, 1995) in order to effectively 
implement educational reform.  These points are explored below in greater depth. 
 
Three theories of resistance to educational change 
Baum (2002) observes that school systems adopt few of the various innovations which have 
been proposed by school reformers and suggests that resistance to educational change can be 
understood from three perspectives, namely the rational perspective, socio-political 
perspective and psychoanalytical perspective.  The rational perspective is clarified as one that 
views “educators as rejecting proposals because they are not based in solid knowledge” 
(Baum, 2002, p. 173).  The importance of research to develop knowledge about teaching and 
learning and how to make knowledge usable and used is therefore emphasised by this 
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perspective (Baum, 2002).  The socio-political perspective holds that “conflicting interest 
prevent consensus about directions for change and concerted action” (Baum, 2002, p. 173).  
Hence, this perspective emphasises a collective approach to reaching decisions on what are 
important educational problems, and how to address them which might include the 
marshalling of necessary resources (Baum, 2002).  Baum (2002) suggests that such a 
collective approach might involve civic leaders, local institutions, community organisations, 
and schools.   
 
The psychoanalytical perspective, introduced by Baum (2002), incorporates the two other 
perspectives.  In particular, it pays attention to the “ways in which inadequacy of knowledge 
and conflicts of interest, compounded by the psychological structure of teaching, arouse 
anxiety for school system members and lead them to defend themselves by resisting 
outsiders, new ideas, and innovative practices” (p. 173).  Baum (2002) explains that school 
systems can develop structures and practices which are counterproductive to implementing 
reforms, whereby educators take on a defensive stance in response to threat and anxiety 
rather than focus on the education of students.  For example, when the system fails because 
educators have taken on unrealistic expectations placed on them by the public, teachers might 
become defensive and avoid relationships, alliances and partnerships with other entities 
(Baum, 2002).  Baum (2002) argues that under these conditions, school systems become 
resistant to reform, whereby they isolate themselves from reforms and avoid relationships 
with reformers.  Therefore, the psychoanalytical perspective emphasises the importance of 
“breaking down school systems’ isolation, connecting them with other parties and institutions 
that have or could bear responsibility for helping children become effective adults” (Baum, 
2002, p. 195).  This perspective also endorses the emphases of the rational and socio-political 
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perspectives in modifying social relations to build trust and shared purpose in forming a 
collective approach and engaging in research (Baum, 2002).  
 
The three perspectives outlined by Baum (2002) provide insights into potential factors which 
can impede the implementation of educational reform.  The rational perspective suggests that 
educators’ motivation to implement a particular change is influenced by their assessment of 
the worth of such change (McLaughlin, 1987).  This is a recurring theme within the 
educational change literature (Elmore, 1996; McLaughlin, 1987).  The socio-political 
perspective brings attention to another recurring theme, which is fragmentation of efforts 
contributes to failure of educational reforms (Fullan, 2000, 2011b).  The psychoanalytical 
perspective emphasises that the education system is conditioned in ways which makes it not 
conducive to engage in educational reform (Fullan, 1993, 2011a).  These points are discussed 
in greater detail below with reference to writings of other key authors in the field of 
educational change.     
 
The education system is not conducive to educational change 
As noted in the seminal writing of Fullan (1993), there is a trend of educational innovation 
and reform being continuously introduced, however, the educational system is fundamentally 
a conservative one that is not organised to engage in change.  More specifically, Fullan 
(1993) argues that, 
the way teachers are trained, the way that schools are organized, the way that the 
educational hierarchy operates, and the way that education is treated by political 
decision-makers results in a system that is more likely to retain the status quo than to 
change.  When change is attempted under such circumstances it results in 
defensiveness, superficiality or at best short-lived pocket of success.  (p. 3) 
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With reference to the current study, it is argued that the conditions or culture of the education 
system as described above by Fullan (1993) can potentially translate into challenges for 
school leaders in leading the implementation of the Australian Curriculum.  The solution 
proposed by Fullan (1993, 2011a) to address this situation is to make the educational system 
into a learning organisation, whereby dealing with change becomes part and parcel of its way 
of life.  Whilst individual schools may have limited influence in changing the educational 
system into a learning organisation, individual schools which operate like learning 
organisations may enable school leaders to effectively lead this implementation of the 
national curriculum in Australia.  The terms, ‘collaborative work culture’ and ‘professional 
learning community’ are often used to denote schools that exhibit characteristics of a learning 
organisation (Fullan, 1993, 2011a).  These concepts are further discussed later.   
 
The writings of Baum (2002) and Fullan (1993, 2011a) suggest that existing configurations of  
the education system in which schools operate are not conducive to engaging in reforms.  
Elmore (1996), another prominent writer and researcher of large-scale educational reforms, 
also holds views which are consistent with this line of argument.  In particular, Elmore 
(1996) purports that the institutional structures and political context in which schools operate 
embody incentives structures that are not conducive to implementing reforms on a large-
scale, and further argues that unless new practices are legitimated by norms that are external 
to the school setting, it is unlikely that teachers will go about their work differently.  
Similarly, Sergiovanni (1995) asserts that new patterns of behaviour become routine or 
institutionalised when the education system is altered to reflect these patterns.  In sum, these 
authors highlight that factors outside of the school environment can act as barriers to 
implementing successful educational change.  The suggestions made by Baum (2002) of 
building trust and shared purpose for a collective approach to educational reform are 
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consistent with Fullan’s (1993) proposal of a learning organisation whereby the education 
system is less conservative and is expert at dealing with educational reforms as part of its 
livelihood.  Both authors have offered insights into potential challenges and enablers that 
school leaders may encounter in leading the implementation of the national curriculum.      
 
Fragmentation can hinder educational change 
Fullan (2000, 2011b) also argues that the main enemies of large-scale reform are overload 
and fragmentation.  The framework of ‘the three stories of education reform’ is proposed by 
Fullan (2000) to tackle these problems.  The stories are referred to as the ‘inside-in’, ‘inside-
out’ and ‘outside-in’ story.  These stories emphasise that factors internal and external to the 
school setting can have implications for implementing educational reforms and coherence 
building is key to effecting educational change.  The inside-in story focuses on the internal 
dynamics of the schools (Fullan, 2000).  In particular, the development of collaborative work 
cultures or professional learning communities are endorsed by the inside story.  Fullan (2000) 
highlights that such cultures have been found to positively influence students’ outcomes.  
They exist when “pedagogy and assessment feed on one another, through the interaction of 
teachers, to produce better results” (Fullan, 2000, p. 592).  Fullan (2000) acknowledges that 
little is known about how collaborative schools have become that way, but recommends 
reculturing as a strategy to develop collaborative work cultures.  This process would involve 
moving from a limited focus on assessment and pedagogy to where teachers and others 
routinely focus on these matters in making improvements.  However, Fullan (2000) warns 
that this process can be facilitated or blocked by structures.  This suggests that restructuring 
may be necessary to enable effective reculturing to occur in developing professional learning 
communities. Restructuring may involve changes in the organisational structure, roles, and 
related elements of the school (Fullan, 2000).   
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The inside-in story is consistent with Elmore’s (1996) proposal of developing “organisational 
structures that intensify and focus, rather than dissipate and scatter, intrinsic motivation to 
engage in challenging practice” (p. 19).  Such organisational structures may be characterised 
by face-to-face relationships rather than impersonal and bureaucratic ones; routine 
interactions around common problems of practice; and where the focus is on the results of 
their work for students instead of the working conditions of professionals (Elmore, 1996).     
 
The inside-out story emphasises that in order to improve student learning through reculturing, 
schools must also mobilise resources from the external context in which they operate to 
tackle the problems of fragmentation and incoherence attributed to external forces with which 
they must contend.  These external forces include parents and community; technology; 
corporate connections; government policy; and the wider teaching profession (Fullan, 2000).  
The work of each school is to figure out how to make its relationship with these forces a 
productive one in order to improve student learning.  Schools therefore must contend with a 
myriad of external forces.  Moreover, these external forces contribute to a context that is 
fragmented and incoherent.  For example, when policies are replaced by new ones before 
they are fully implemented, the purposes of various policies may not align and their demands 
may be disjointed (Fullan, 2000).  Sergiovanni (1995) also highlights that changes introduced 
often contradict other policies, and this can lead to chaos and confusion.  In addressing 
fragmentation, overload and incoherence, Fullan (2000, 2011a) advocates collaborative 
schools, those which are selective in terms of selecting and integrating innovations, as well as 
choosing staff development, and they focus on applying what they learn.  Thus, these schools 
tackle incoherence by attending to certain matters at the local school level, as well as 
participating on the outside.  In particular, they mobilise resources from the outside to make 
coherence.   
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The outside-in story looks at how large numbers of schools in the same system can improve 
by focusing on the external reform infrastructure.  Drawing on the work of Bryk, Sebring, 
Derbow, Rolllow, and Easton (1998), Fullan Fullan (2000) outlines four elements of the 
external reform infrastructure that can help schools function as described in the first two 
stories.  The first element is policies that focus on decentralisation to retain or strengthen a 
school’s site-based emphasis and reverse policies that present as a barrier for implementing 
reform at the local school level.  The second element is local capacity building, which would 
involve investment in policies, training, professional development, ongoing support and the 
like.  Fullan (2000, 2011b) contends that capacity building activities would prepare teachers, 
principals, parents and others to function as members of professional learning communities 
inside and outside the school.  The third element is a rigorous external accountability system.  
Fullan (2000) states that when schools pay attention to standards and performance, they 
perform well.  Therefore, a system of accountability must generate data and procedures with 
this focus and this system to be underpinned by the philosophy of capacity building (Fullan, 
2000, 2011b).  The last element is stimulation of innovation, and this would involve activities 
such as investments in research, development, and innovative networks so that educational 
 ideas can be accessed (Fullan, 2000).   
 
Similarly, Elmore (1996) proposes that strong external normative structures should be 
developed for practice, and such structures could include formal statements of good practice, 
and credentialing systems that provides a basis for evaluating teachers’ performance against 
these statements of practice.  Elmore (1996) contends that external norms are important 
because they institutionalise the “idea that professionals are responsible for looking outward 
at challenging conceptions of practice, in addition to looking inward at their values and 
competencies” (p. 19), and that such external norms provide teachers with incentives to think 
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about their practice.  Furthermore, strong external norms are said to legitimate the proportion 
of teachers in any system who draw their ideas about teaching from a professional 
community, and who compare themselves against a standard external to their school or 
community (Elmore, 1996).   
 
Fullan’s (2000) three stories framework emphasises that schools cannot go it alone with 
implementing educational reforms, but must interact with the outside in mobilising resources 
to build coherence in a context where they have to contend with various external forces.  
Additionally, the reform infrastructure must be characterised or conditioned by elements that 
support the efforts of schools in implementing such reforms.  This framework also reinforces 
the point made earlier regarding the education system being developed to be more conducive 
to reforms.   
 
Individual Beliefs, Values and Motivation 
Fullan (2008) highlights that the recurring issue of implementing educational reforms is the 
difficulty of affecting the behaviours and beliefs of people to embrace such reforms.  
Similarly, Elmore (1996) who advocates changes in institutional structures to embody 
incentive structures to engage more teachers in reform efforts has also acknowledged that,  
“if teachers or students do not value student academic performance, do not see the 
relationship between academic performance and personal objectives, or do not believe 
it is possible to change student performance, then it is hard to use incentives to 
motivate them to action that would improve performance” (p. 15).  
Early writings on educational reforms have also noted that the beliefs, values and motivation 
of teachers can present challenges for implementing educational reforms.  A significant paper 
in this area has been authored by McLaughlin (1987).   
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McLaughlin (1987) drawing on the work of implementation analysts of the first and second 
generations, contends that there are four important lessons to note.  First, policy cannot 
always mandate what matters to outcomes at the local school level.  The second lesson is 
individual incentives and beliefs are central to local responses.  Fullan (1993) agrees with 
these points and adds that it is more difficult to implement changes which are more complex.  
McLaughlin (1987) elaborates that local capacity and will (or motivation) are determinants of 
policy success.  Policy can address capacity through provision of resources, training and 
funding, however, policy intervention may have a very limited positive impact on the will 
and beliefs that drive implementers’ response to the goals or strategies of a policy 
(McLaughlin, 1987).  Questions of will are said to reflect implementers’ assessment of the 
value of a policy or the appropriateness of a strategy and that it is influenced by factors 
largely beyond the reach of policy (McLaughlin, 1987).  McLaughlin (1987) states that 
environmental stability, competing centres of authority, contending priorities or pressures and 
other aspects of the social-political milieu can influence implementers’ willingness to engage 
in educational change.   
 
The third lesson according to McLaughlin (1987) is that effective implementation requires a 
strategic balance of pressure and support.  Pressure is required to focus attention on reform 
objectives whilst support is needed to enable implementation.  Pressure from policy can be 
important to give necessary legitimacy for those officially charged with implementing 
change.  The fourth lesson is policy-directed change is essentially a problem of the smallest 
unit, which means what is actually delivered or provided depends finally on the individual at 
the end of the line and in schools this would be teachers.    
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The four lessons outlined by McLaughlin (1987) highlight the significance of individuals at 
the end of the line who are required to implement educational reforms, and in particular, their 
beliefs, values and motivation significantly shape their response to such reforms.  Capacity 
has also been raised by McLaughlin (1987) as something that requires attention in order to 
implement educational reforms effectively.  The importance of capacity building in 
implementing reform was raised earlier with the outside-in story of Fullan’s (2000) ‘three 
stories of educational reform’ framework.  Fullan (2007b) defines capacity building as a 
“policy, strategy, or action taken that increases the collective efficacy of a group to improve 
student learning through new knowledge, enhanced resources, and greater motivation on the 
part of the people working individually and together” (p. 59).  According to Fullan (2007b), 
individuals develop skills, clarity and motivation through capacity-building activities or 
experiences, and this illustrates that such experiences can lead to improvement.  Fullan 
(2007b)  argues that new experiences can lead individuals to develop new beliefs and higher 
expectations which are critical factors to achieving improvement.   
 
Summary 
The literature reviewed here indicates that factors internal and external to the school setting 
can impact on the implementation of an educational reform.  These factors have provided 
insights into the challenges that school leaders may face in leading the implementation of the 
Australian Curriculum in Australia.  However, it should be noted that the literature reviewed 
here is predominantly based in the American context and therefore care should be taken when 
applying it to the Australian context.  This is an important reason that calls for a study that 
investigates the implementation of the national curriculum in the Australian context.   
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3.4.2 The Change Process 
As highlighted above, the change process is complex and a myriad of factors can affect the 
implementation of educational reforms.  These factors can be internal and/or external to the 
school setting.  This next section focuses on writings about the change process in educational 
settings, and draws mainly from the work of one key author in this area, namely Sergiovanni 
(1995).  In particular, it has been determined that the change process model proposed by 
Sergiovanni (1995), referred to as ‘a systems view of change’, addresses the factors which 
have been identified in the previous sections as affecting the implementation of large-scale 
reforms.  It is argued that this model provides a most comprehensive framework from which 
to understand the change process, and how to effect educational change.  This model is 
depicted in Figure 3.1.   
 
Sergiovanni’s (1995) model of change is based on the idea that effective change requires 
attention to four interacting units of change.  These units are the individual, the school, the 
workflow, and the political system.  In this model teachers are referred to as the ‘individual’ 
as a unit of change.  Teachers are said to typically work alone, however, they are also 
members of social groups that make up the school (Sergiovanni, 1995).  Norms, customs and 
traditions are created by social groups that define ways of living, referred to as the school 
culture, which can impact on change efforts.  Thus, the school is considered as a unit of 
change.  Moreover, the broader administrative, social, and political environment in which 
schools operate, referred to as the ‘political system’ in this model, can also impact on change 
efforts and hence is considered as a unit of change that also requires attention.  The climate of 
the school is said to be influenced by, for example, actions and attitudes of the teachers’ 
union, the school board and central office school district administrators.  Sergiovanni (1995) 
states that influences from this political system flow on to the local school level to the 
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individual teacher and finally to the workflow.  All four levels are therefore interacting units 
of change requiring attention in order to effect change.     
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Interacting units of change: 
    The Individual 
    The School 
    The Workflow 
    The Political System 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.1. A Systems View of Change (from Sergiovanni, 1995, p. 281) 
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The individual as a unit of change 
The individual as a unit of change refers to teachers who are required to implement change at 
the classroom level (Sergiovanni, 1995).  Sergiovanni (1995) states that most teachers are 
inclined to view the proposal of a new idea selfishly before assessing the worth of such 
proposal.  These teachers are said to be concerned with how the change will affect them, their 
work, and their relationships with others (Sergiovanni, 1995).   
 
According to Sergiovanni (1995), resistance to change occurs when the basic work needs of 
individuals are threatened.  Drawing on the work of Mealia (1978), Sergiovanni (1995) 
outlines four universal needs, namely the need for clear expectations; the need for future 
certainty; the need for social interaction; and the need for control over the work environment 
and events.  Because change can cause instability to these needs, Sergiovanni (1995) posits 
that attention must also be given to these needs. 
  
Sergiovanni (1995) argues that directing change efforts first to teachers, who are considered 
as role models and who are likely to be early adopters of the change, can be helpful to effect 
change.  Typically, these teachers are widely respected and this might have the effect of 
instilling confidence and calm in other teachers who are less willing to adopt change and this 
strategy could, in turn, serve to minimise this resistance to change (Sergiovanni, 1995).  
Fullan (2007b) also points out that dignity and respect for teachers are sources of motivation 
to engage in educational change.   
 
Furthermore, Sergiovanni (1995) states that principals can play a role in making teachers 
more comfortable with the proposed change and in improving the proficiency of 
implementing the change, by providing them with relevant information about how the change 
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will affect their work, and what is expected of them once the change is operationalised.  
Sergiovanni (1995) suggests that teacher participation in planning the proposed change could 
assist with the principal in this process, as well as generate ideas which could improve the 
proposed change.  Sergiovanni (1995) also recommends that aspects of the change should be 
implemented gradually, because this will increase teachers’ confidence in themselves as 
successful implementers (Sergiovanni, 1995).  Thus, school leaders need to consider the 
readiness of teachers to implement proposed change in order to plan for such implementation 
effectively.    
 
The school as the unit of change 
Drawing on the work of Katz and Kahn (1978), Sergiovanni (1995) highlights that 
“individuals and individual behaviour remain important in change considerations but take on 
different qualities and meanings when viewed within the context of a group” (p. 284).  
Hence, the school as a community needs to be considered as an important unit of change.  
Schools cultures are said to be created by teachers, and these cultures are characterised by 
webs of meanings, customs, rituals, and other patterns of life (Sergiovanni, 1995).  
Furthermore, a culture is “manifested in norm systems that determine what it is that people 
think, believe and do” (Sergiovanni, 1995, p. 285).  Thus, a school culture can affect 
teachers’ response to educational change.  Sergiovanni (1995) points out that change 
challenges the stability, certainty and predictably afforded by the culture of a school.  A 
proposed change might require a new culture to be established, something that is difficult to 
accomplish.  For these reasons, it is necessary to address the school as a unit of change if 
issues of culture are to be attended to (Sergiovanni, 1995). 
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The workflow as the unit of change 
Sergiovanni (1995) states that focusing on the workflow “builds commitment during and after 
teachers are actually engaged in new practices” (p. 286).  The process would involve the 
following activities, which are framed as dimensions of the workflow:  
1. The change goal – defining carefully what is to be accomplished. 
2. The change targets – defining carefully how the change goal will be accomplished, 
including practical and operational definitions, descriptions, and examples of the goal. 
3. The change protocols – giving specific attention to what teachers will actually be 
doing that is different.  These protocols may include examples of arrangements and 
behaviours that need to be provided or articulated to reach targets.  
4. The curriculum and teaching requirements – providing the necessary teaching 
apparatus, equipment, and curriculum materials for them to work differently and 
successfully 
5. The supervisory and staff development support – the help teachers will need before 
they begin the process of change and while the process of change continues. 
                                                                                           (Sergiovanni, 1995, pp. 286-287) 
 
The political system as a unit of change 
Sergiovanni (1995) argues that for change to be institutionalised, there needs to be changes at 
the school district level with respect to policies, rules and procedures.  In addition, changes 
might need to occur with budget allocations, school structural and administrative 
arrangements; as well as the reward system for teachers.  According to Sergiovanni (1995), 
these aspects constitutes the political system and require consideration if educational change 
is to be institutionalised.   
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However, principals are said to have very little influence when it comes to institutionalising 
changes and therefore, they will need to seek assistance from the outside.  This is consistent 
with the outside-in story of Fullan’s (2000) framework of ‘the three stories of education 
reform’.  In relation to this research, this assistance might come from curriculum authorities 
such as the state education authority and/or ACARA, as well as the school board and 
teachers’ union.  Meetings which occur regularly between school leaders and these bodies, 
where the purpose is to exchange information and ideas about what is occurring in schools, 
can contribute to improving ideas.  Such meetings can also provide opportunities for school 
leaders to mobilise resources in supporting the change effort at the local school level.  Fullan 
(2007b) notes that collaboration across schools and districts, which he refers to as ‘lateral 
capacity building’, pays enormous dividends in relation to new knowledge and wider 
commitments.  Furthermore, Fullan (2007b) states that “the school of the future is not 
autonomous; it will have many forms of engagement with the outside as part and parcel of 
improving the system as a whole” (p. 51).   
 
Summary 
It is argued that the change process model proposed by Sergiovanni (1995) provides a  
comprehensive framework from which to understand the change process.  This model, 
particularly with its inclusion of the political system and the school as units of change, 
acknowledges that factors external and internal to the school setting can affect the 
implementation of education change as highlighted by other authors, such as Fullan (2000, 
2007b) and Elmore (1996).  The model also pays attention to the importance of beliefs, 
values and motivation of teachers in change processes, particularly with the individual as a 
unit of change.  Additionally, its underlying assumption of effective change as requiring four 
interactive units of change suggest a coherent education system, one whereby these units 
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work collaboratively together, is important in attaining such change.  Thus, this model 
recognises the issues of fragmentation and the education system as not being conducive to 
educational changes, which were observed to be key findings from the field of educational 
change. 
 
This model of change also provides insights into factors that may translate into challenges or 
enablers for school leaders in leading the implementation of educational change.  For 
instance, the workflow as a unit of change has identified a number of areas which require 
attention if teachers are to be supported in the implementation of educational change.  Thus, 
if these are not attended to, for example, professional development is not provided, this may 
translate into a challenge for school leaders and teachers in implementing a particular 
educational reform.   
 
3.5 Curriculum Change and Implementation 
The previous discussion has illustrated that educational change is complex and 
multidimensional, requiring efforts from various interactive units of change to implement 
change effectively.  Additionally, this discussion has highlighted factors which can impede 
and enable effective change to be achieved.  This next section focuses on the field of 
curriculum change in further analysing the areas of interest of this study.  It begins by 
examining what is curriculum, and then it discusses the different approaches to curriculum 
reform.   
 
3.5.1 What is Curriculum? 
Different terms have been used by different authors in defining the notion of curriculum, 
however, as Anderson-Levitt (2008) point out, many scholars distinguish three levels or kinds 
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of curriculum.  First, is the official or intended curriculum, that which is planned in formal 
curriculum documents such as subject syllabi.  Second, is the enacted curriculum, that which 
is actually taught or implemented.  Third, is the attained or achieved curriculum that which is 
experienced by the students or what they have learned.  According to Glatthorn, Boschee, and 
Whitehead (2009), curriculum can be defined as prescriptive, descriptive or both.  
Prescriptive curriculum is concerned with what ought to be taught and often takes the form 
of, for example, a plan or an integrated program.  Descriptive curriculum is about the 
experienced curriculum, which Glatthorn et al. (2009) assert provides insights into the 
curriculum in action, that is what is taught or enacted curriculum.  Furthermore, the notions 
of prescriptive and descriptive curriculum suggest that the planned curriculum can be 
different from what is experienced (Glatthorn et al., 2009).  It can be argued that the 
prescriptive curriculum concurs with what Anderson-Levitt (2008) has described as the 
official or intended curriculum, and descriptive curriculum mirrors Anderson-Levitt’s (2008) 
description of attained or achieved curriculum.     
 
The development of the Australian Curriculum can be said to be reforming the official or 
intended curriculum or prescriptive curriculum, because the development of this curriculum 
thus far has been focused on prescribing curriculum content, which is being formalised in 
official syllabi documents.  Given that the implementation of Phase One learning areas has 
recently commenced in 2012 in most states and territories, little is known about the enacted 
and attained Australian Curriculum.  As this study is concerned with the implementation of 
the Australian Curriculum, and more specifically how this implementation is led by school 
leaders, the findings of this research may offer some insights into the enacted or attained 
Australian Curriculum.   
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According to Posner (2004), the more specific the curriculum, the more control the 
curriculum implies.  Posner (2004) outlines a number of concepts of curriculum, namely 
scope and sequence; syllabus; content outline; standards; textbooks; course of study; and 
planned experiences.  Each concept is said to have different consequences in terms of 
accountability (Posner, 2004).  For example, if a school board determines that a curriculum 
consists of a set of standards, then the school board expects teachers to teach in such a way as 
to achieve those standards.  In this instance, the board is holding teachers accountable for 
outcomes but not for methods.  Posner (2004) asserts that no definition of curriculum is 
ethically or politically neutral and that different definitions lead to different conclusions about 
who should prescribe and control various aspects of education.   
 
In considering the abovementioned points with reference to the Australian Curriculum, 
several levels of control over this curriculum can be observed.  At the national level, subject 
syllabi published by ACARA, which also specify standards and scope and sequence of the 
curriculum, can be said to set the expectation that teachers in Australian schools teach in such 
a way to achieve the specification including standards of these syllabi.  This observation 
reinforces the point made earlier about the transfer of political authority from the state to the 
federal level.  At the state/territory level, control is potentially exerted over curriculum 
through guidelines and curriculum documents issued by the statutory education authority of 
each state and territory intended to assist schools in developing course of study and to plan 
learning experiences.  At the school level, curriculum policies may specify certain guidelines 
to inform subject departments in making decisions about courses of study and planned 
experiences.  At the department and/or classroom level, the finer grain decisions about 
courses of study and planned experiences are made.  It can be seen that control over the 
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curriculum can exist at various levels and these are likely to affect the implementation of the 
Australian Curriculum and how school leaders lead this implementation.    
 
Prior to the implementation of the Australian Curriculum, there was less control over the 
curriculum from the federal government or national curriculum bodies.  This new added level 
of control over the curriculum may have implications for how school leaders lead the 
implementation of this curriculum in their schools.  For example, processes and procedures 
may need to be developed to meet the new accountability regime that is being placed on 
teachers to achieve certain outcomes prescribed by the standards within subject syllabi issued 
by ACARA. 
 
3.5.2 Approaches to Curriculum Reform  
A review of three approaches to curriculum change is presented in this section.  It further 
provides a context for understanding the implementation of the Australian Curriculum and 
the factors which may affect school leaders’ efforts in implementing this curriculum.  These 
approaches are top-down, bottom-up, and partnerships.     
 
Top-down Approaches 
The top-down approach (D. L. Smith & Lovat, 2003) is characterised by curriculum reform 
that is centrally driven.  This approach can be traced back to the 1960s and 1970s during 
which time attempts at curriculum in the United Kingdom and North America involved a set 
of curriculum materials or texts produced by specialised curriculum writers removed from the 
schools (Macdonald, 2003).  Subsequently, these curriculum packages were referred to as 
‘teacher-proof’ (Macdonald, 2003, p. 140).  Macdonald (2003) states that in this context, the 
purposes of the school, and the teacher, were to play a subsidiary role to those of educational 
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administrators and their discipline-based curriculum writers. This approach to curriculum 
reform is evident in Australia with the development of the national curriculum, that is 
centrally orchestrated by the federal educational body, ACARA.  The development and 
implementation of the national curriculum in England and Wales followed a similar path.    
 
Top-down approaches to curriculum reforms were found to be ineffective in achieving the 
goals of such reforms as research during the 1970s and early 1980s revealed (Macdonald, 
2003).  These reforms were found to deviate from the intentions or conceptualisations of the 
developers.  More specifically, there was a difference between the official curriculum and the 
enacted curriculum  (Morris, 1995).  Macdonald (2003) states that “curriculum innovations 
were invariably transformed between concept and implementation, and local forces, including 
the teacher and the school environment, played a key role in the apparent gap between 
conception and practice” (p. 141).  Top-down approaches to curriculum reform tend to 
marginalise teachers within the change process and this contributes to their failure (D. Cheng, 
2002).  Teachers tend to adapt the official curriculum rather than adopt it (Brady & Kennedy, 
2014).  This may reflect their assessment of the worth of the prescribed curriculum and that 
they do not share the goals of the curriculum developers, or that their interpretation of the 
official curriculum deviates from that of the developers.  This also suggests that the role of 
teachers within the change process is overlooked by top-down approaches.  C. J. Marsh 
(1997) emphasises the importance of the role that teachers play in curriculum reform and 
asserts that carefully planned curriculum and development mean very little if teachers are not 
aware of the product and do not have the capacity or skills to implement the curriculum.   
 
Despite the difficulties of top-down approaches to curriculum reform, governments are 
continuing to employ them as an instrument to control the curriculum in their attempts to 
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achieve their national interest of maximising economic prosperity as highlighted earlier 
during the discussion on educational policy.   
 
Bottom-up Approaches 
Given the disadvantages of top-down approaches to curriculum reforms, researchers have 
advocated a different approach that places the role of teachers as central in curriculum 
reform, as well as the need for teachers to own aspects of the changes that were sought 
(Macdonald, 2003).  Consequently, bottom-up approaches to curriculum reform such as 
school-based curriculum development emerged during the 1970s and 1980s, which located 
schools and teachers as the centre of curriculum reform efforts (Macdonald, 2003).  The 
school-based movement in Australia emphasised curriculum development at the local school 
level with guidelines and/or curriculum kits provided by government curriculum bodies.   
 
However, the effectiveness of school-based curriculum development was limited.  Macdonald 
(2003) highlights that the outcomes of this approach to curriculum reform included less 
demanding, poorly resourced and loosely assessed curricula, particularly in many states of 
Australia and in the United States of America.  Research during the 1980s and 1990s which 
critiqued and reassessed school-based strategies drew attention to the problematic nature of 
the teacher’s role as the change agent and reported differences still occurring between formal 
documents of curriculum reform and its practice in classrooms (Macdonald, 2003).  
Furthermore, there was a failure to connect with the central education authority even when 
school-based curriculum initiatives were successful (Fullan, 1999).    
 
It can be seen that the decentralised bottom-up approach of the school-based curriculum 
development movement attempted to address the flaws of the centralised top-down 
 
 
82 
 
approaches to curriculum reform.  However, like the top-down down approaches, bottom-up 
approaches were not without their own set of problems.  As well intentioned as they seem in 
emphasising the significance of the role of the teacher in curriculum development and 
implementation, it is argued that this model of curriculum reform failed to attend to other 
facets of teaching and learning to maximise its effectiveness, such as the provisions of 
adequate resources.  Brady (1995) highlights that some realities of teaching also impeded the 
effective implementation of school-based initiatives, such as the movement of teachers and 
the lack of capacity of teachers in curriculum construction, as well as a lack of incentives for 
participating in such initiatives.  The bottom-up model of curriculum reform also isolated key 
players, such as schools leaders, whose formal authority may assist the institutionalisation of 
such school-based initiatives (D. D. Marsh & Bowman, 1989).    
 
Partnerships Approaches 
Given the limitations of top-down and bottom-up approaches to curriculum reform, 
partnership approaches to curriculum reform evolved.  These are characterised by 
collaborative relationships between administrators, curriculum developers, professional 
associations, researchers, teacher educators, teachers and parents (Macdonald, 2003).  This 
model of curriculum reform is consistent with Sergiovanni’s (1995) systems view of change 
discussed earlier whereby he argued that successful reform requires the efforts of several 
units of change interacting with each other.  D. D. Marsh and Bowman (1989) have noted 
that top-down strategies to curriculum reform require bottom-up participation to be effective, 
whereby the roles of state, district and school are complementary.  Partnership approaches to 
curriculum reforms arguably draw on features of top-down and bottom-up approaches. Fullan 
(1999) contends that drawing on both top-down and bottom-up strategies to curriculum 
reform is necessary to effectively implement curriculum reforms.   
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3.6 Challenges facing the Australian Curriculum 
Because of the recent implementation of the Australian Curriculum, there has been little 
research that has explored how its implementation is being led by school leaders at the local 
school level.  Little is also known about challenges and enablers these leaders may encounter 
with leading this implementation, as well as teachers’ view of this leadership, and the role of 
professional development in supporting or inhibiting the efforts of school leaders and 
teachers with such implementation.   
 
While there is limited research into how the new curriculum is being implemented at the local 
school level, some writers have raised some concerns in this area.  Reid (2011) argues that a 
“haphazard” (p. 33) approach has been taken with policy development and the 
implementation of the Australian Curriculum and that “the current national education agenda 
has a nasty case of policy catch-up” (p. 33).  Policy catch-up is explained as when problems 
exist with the policy platform, whereby such problems have “emerged as a result of the 
tendency to simplify complex issues or to construct policy without adequately consulting the 
profession – so too are there hastily constructed responses which seek to paper over the 
cracks” (Reid, 2011, p. 33).  According to Reid (2011), this situation has resulted in a number 
of problems, including a lack of curriculum design and no view of curriculum “other than a 
collection of subjects or learning areas” (p. 34).  This was evident in the initial structure of 
the Australian Curriculum as planning commenced by focusing on only four subjects.  Reid 
(2011) argues that as a consequence, “the opportunity to conceptualise a number of important 
non-subject areas was lost...[and now] catch-up work is proceeding to fill in the obvious 
gaps” (p. 34).  A question that arises here is whether this catch-up work will affect the 
implementation of the curriculum?  More specifically, will school leaders and teachers have 
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sufficient time to adequately interpret the policy catch-up developments to the curriculum to 
be able to effectively implement it?   
 
Similarly, Brennan (2011) raises concerns about the development and implementation of the 
national curriculum.  For instance, Brennan (2011) points out that there is a “lack of 
infrastructure to support teachers and schools” (p. 259) and that “specification of roles and 
tasks across levels of government will need to be debated more publicly than has occurred to 
date, especially if a national approach is to be more than aggregated state efforts” (p. 274).   
Brennan (2011) also raises design issues with the curriculum, stating that “[o]n the 
educational front, the overcrowding of specified content, its specification at age levels, and 
the disjuncture between content assessment and pedagogies do not bode well for providing 
practical and well-resourced support for teachers” (p. 259).    To date, there is limited 
research conducted on whether such factors, which are idiosyncratic to the Australian 
Curriculum and national education system, might affect the implementation of the national 
curriculum in Australian schools.   
 
With specific emphasis on history, Reid (2009) has observed that the majority of teachers 
who will teach the Australian Curriculum History do not possess a major in this area and that 
there has been no systematic attempts to address this issue.  Moreover, in analysing the 
development of the Australian Curriculum History, Gilbert (2011) highlights that it has failed 
to resolve a lack of consensus on the purposes of history and problems with the design of the 
history curriculum.  Such problems include an overload of information and an uneven 
integration of concepts into the content specification, and Gilbert (2011) argues that “these 
concepts will not easily be developed by teachers” (p. 256).  It can be argued that these 
factors might translate into challenges for school leaders and teachers in implementing the 
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Australian Curriculum History, however, there is a lack of research that provides real insight 
into this.       
 
A key observation is that writing in the area of the national curriculum in Australia has 
focused on the development of the Australian Curriculum (see, Atweh & Goos, 2011; Atweh 
& Singh, 2011; Aubusson, 2011; Doncon, 2010; Haeusler, 2013; Harris-Hart, 2010a; 
Henderson, Allan, & Mallan, 2013; Webster, 2013) and associated curriculum documents 
such as shaping papers and syllabi.  An exception here are recent studies on leadership by 
Drummon, Halsey and van Bredar (2012) and on assessment by Willis and Adie (2013).   
 
The study by Drummon et al. (2012) investigated understandings held by school leaders of 
rural, regional and remote areas in 2010 regarding the implementation of the Australian 
Curriculum.  A survey was conducted in June 2010 which gathered responses from 44 rural, 
regional, remote and distance education school leaders out of 223 who were invited to 
participate Australia-wide.  Although it was found that mixed views were expressed by the 
school leaders, Drummon et al. (2012) concluded that school leaders asserted that three 
fundamental issues need to be addressed for successful implementation of the Australian 
Curriculum.  First, school leaders considered adequate time as necessary for them and their 
teachers to confidently understand what the Australian Curriculum is and what is required of 
them to achieve a successful transition (Drummon et al., 2012).  Second, there was a concern 
by the school leaders that they did not have adequate resources to successfully implement the 
Australian Curriculum (Drummon et al., 2012).  Third, school leaders considered 
consultation with rural schools as important so that students are not disadvantaged and to 
ensure their communities are not marginalised by the implementation of the Australian 
Curriculum (Drummon et al., 2012).   
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Willis and Adie (2013) investigated the use of achievement standards in the implementation 
of the Australian Curriculum by using qualitative focus group discussions with nine Year 6 
teachers from across three independent Queensland schools.  The study found that the 
teachers experienced difficulties in understanding the year level requirements; how to collect 
evidence of A-E standards; and how to report these requirements.  Willis and Adie (2013) 
identified that learning through supported professional conversations with peers, and a shared 
assessment discourse as being significant to support teachers in their efforts to implement 
new practices in the achievement standards of the Australian Curriculum. 
 
In summary, the literature reviewed here has suggested some potential concerns with the 
implementation of the Australian Curriculum.  These concerns question the readiness of 
school leaders and teachers to effectively implement the Australian Curriculum.  At present, 
the literature relating to how school leaders lead the implementation of the Australian 
Curriculum appears to be scarce.  Whilst the studies by Drummon et al. (2012) and Willis and 
Adie (2013) have focused on the implementation of the Australian Curriculum, they have not 
investigated the role of leadership of schools in the actual implementation of this curriculum.  
This study seeks to fill this gap in the literature.   
 
3.7 The Literature on National Curricula of Other Countries 
Other countries which have implemented a national curriculum include New Zealand, United 
Kingdom (England, Wales, and Northern Ireland), China, Sweden and Norway.  In reviewing 
the literature, a decision was initially made to focus on writing related to the implementation 
of the national curriculum in England because of some contextual characteristics it shares 
with Australia.    These include their British colonial heritage and the democratic political 
system of governance that influences policy making in the area of education.  Australia and 
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England are also constitutional monarchies with the same Queen as Head of State and this 
has likely influenced their historical and political complexions.  It is argued that these 
contextual similarities across Australia and England provide some foundation on which to 
consider the transferability of findings from studies conducted in England to the Australian 
context.  However, as discussed earlier, such transferability of findings may be limited as the 
idiosyncrasies of the Australian context may not be accounted for within this literature.  
Nonetheless the findings of this literature review may reveal “certain approaches to 
curriculum reform in any situation because of their near universal negative unintended 
consequences” (Halpin, 2010, p. 259).  As this review uncovered limited literature in the 
areas of interest of this study, the search was widened to include literature relating to national 
curricula of other countries.  The findings of this review are discussed below. 
 
3.7.1 England’s National Curriculum 
The national curriculum in England was legislated in 1988 by the Education Reform Act 
(ERA), requiring “schools chiefly to teach centrally prescribed subject-derived curricular 
content” (Halpin, 2010, p. 258).  The legislation also introduced standardised assessment for 
all children age 7, 11 and 14 years of age (Hughes, 1997).  The Act specified four phases of 
education, referring to them as Key Stage 1 (5 to7 years); Key Stage 2 (7 to 11 years), Key 
Stage 3 (11 to 14 years) and Key Stage 4 (14 to 15 years).  Prior to this legislation, pressures 
were exerted by public examination boards and local education authorities on schools to 
conform to a common curriculum, however, matters of curriculum, planning and assessments 
were at the discretion of schools and teachers (Hughes, 1997).  During the 1970s and 1980s 
there was a growing dialogue about a common or core curriculum.  Hughes (1997) noted that 
the Labour Prime Minister, James Callaghan, in his 1979 speech at Ruskin College, Oxford, 
made reference to education as being important to the international competitiveness of the 
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United Kingdom’s economy and he called for a debate about its purposes.  Hughes (1997) 
highlights that during these periods, concerns were raised about the high level variation in the 
experiences being offered to school students.  For example, the report from Her Majesty’s 
Inspectorate raised the concern of a lack of a coherent, common curriculum in secondary 
schools (Hughes, 1997).   
 
The above observations pertaining to the origin of the national curriculum in England are 
similar to the historical and political background of the national curriculum in Australia.  In 
Australia both John Dawkins and Brendan Nelson in their position as Federal Education 
Ministers made mention of the variations in education across states and territories in their 
argument for a single national curriculum framework (Reid, 2005).  Furthermore, particularly 
during the Dawkins era, the push for a common curriculum was linked to economic 
prosperity.  These similarities in the political background of the national curriculum in 
Australia and England contributed to a decision to identify literature pertaining to the national 
curriculum of England to analyse the areas of interest of this study.   
 
There appears to be limited research in the area of how school leaders lead the 
implementation of the national curriculum in England.  Much of the literature located pertains 
to how this curriculum has impacted on teachers’ curriculum work and the challenges they 
faced in implementing it.  For instance, Daugherty (1997) found that teachers struggled to 
cope with some innovative test procedures and the sheer weight of record keeping required.  
In analysing the impact of England’s national curriculum and assessment on classroom 
practice in an attempt to identify potential lessons for American reformers, Silvernail (1996) 
points out that the development of the national curriculum in England had been rushed and 
this led to a number of problems related to its implementation.  Based on interviews 
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conducted with 50 teachers, head teachers, educational officials, and policy researchers over 
a two-month period in mid-1993, these problems included:  the sheer magnitude and detail of 
the curriculum forced teachers to narrow what they teach; primary school teachers lacked the 
full range of academic background necessary to teach the national curriculum and some were 
not teaching each discipline equally well; the large number of assessments demanded by the 
curriculum forced teachers to choose which subjects will get more or less attention in their 
classroom; and teachers felt pressure to target their teaching toward those statements of 
attainment that are assessed in standardised tests (Silvernail, 1996).  Silvernail (1996) 
observes that “in its rush to implement a national curriculum and assessment program, 
England created an unmanageable curriculum and an ineffective assessment program” (p. 
60).  Furthermore, Silvernail (1996) posits that “rushing the development of any new set of 
standards or assessments will in all likelihood create undesirable as well as desirable 
outcomes, and unintended as well as intended results” (p. 60). 
 
3.7.2 National Curricula of Other Countries 
Although studies on implementing a national curriculum are scarce, those which do exist 
offer some insights into factors which may affect such implementation.  One such study is by 
Sofou and Tsafos (2010), which examined pre-school teachers’ views of the new early 
childhood curriculum and its implementation, as well as its impact on teachers’ practices.  
This new curriculum was enacted in 2003 as part of Greece’s national curriculum framework.  
The findings of the study highlighted that almost all of the eleven teachers interviewed from 
the metropolitan area of Athens experienced a lack of appropriate guidance and professional 
development to work with the new curriculum framework.  Sofou and Tsafos (2010) argue 
“that preschool teachers need assistance to gain new knowledge in the field of educational 
curriculum theory and practice and support, so as to be able to critically examine new 
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definitions of the curriculum” (p. 419).  It was also observed that the usage of curriculum 
documents varied amongst the teachers who participated in the study.  For example, some 
teachers viewed such documents as central to their work, whilst one teacher ignored the 
curriculum documents and did not change her practice.  According to Sofou and Tsafos 
(2010), this observation is consistent with other research findings of some teachers not having 
read any state curriculum document.  This study has demonstrated that support given to 
teachers is an important factor to implementing a national curriculum and that not all teachers 
may follow carefully or use available curriculum documents.     
 
Whilst the study by Sofou and Tsafos (2010) has offered insights into some factors which 
may affect the implementation of a national curriculum, its investigation and analysis in this 
area can be said to be limited for a number of reasons.  First, as the study did not set out to 
primarily investigate extensively the factors affecting the implementation of the new early 
childhood national curriculum, it is not surprising that the discussion in this area has been 
limited.  The data gathered has come from a small sample of eleven preschool teachers using 
in-depth interviews.  The snowballing technique was used to select the participants and it is 
unclear whether the sample of teachers was representative of the total national teacher 
population.  No other members of the school were interviewed and no other methods of data 
collection were used.  The concern that arises with this is that data gathered through one 
method does not allow triangulation of data to occur and this may limit objective analysis of 
the data, which in turn could compromise the validity and reliability of the authors’ 
conclusions drawn from such data.   
 
In a recent study by Germeten (2011) that empirically investigated the principal’s role in 
implementing a national curriculum reform in Norway, a number of useful insights have been 
 
 
91 
 
gained into factors which may facilitate or act as barriers to such implementation.  Qualitative 
and statistical data were gathered through a survey of all 53 primary school principals in the 
region of Finnmark and supplemented with interviews with five of these principals one year 
later in addition to classroom observations and interviews with teachers.  The study found 
that the implementation of the new reform was managed well by some schools, whilst other 
schools struggled with administration and leadership of this implementation, and in providing 
learning opportunities for children (Germeten, 2011).  The findings of the study also suggest 
that curriculum reform can be hampered if  ‘school owners at the municipality level’ are not 
involved in the implementation process (Germeten, 2011).   
 
According to Germeten (2011), the principals understood their responsibility in providing 
direction for teachers in implementing the new reform, however they did not see it as their 
responsibility to implement the intentions of this reform.  These principals also stressed the 
need for teachers to have the time, financial support and space to effectively implement the 
reform, but did not see these as issues for themselves (Germeten, 2011).  Thus, Germeten 
(2011) suggests that principals are in need of extra mentoring in addition to new tools to 
support them in implementing curriculum reforms.   
 
Aubusson (2011) also states that the “Australian science curriculum will require significant 
professional learning and development for teachers” (p. 241).  Thus, there is the need for a 
research study that explores the implementation of a new national curriculum and the role of 
professional development in the Australian context.   
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3.8 School Leaders’ Role in Implementing Curriculum Change 
At the local school level, curriculum leadership is a shared responsibility amongst various 
people in different positions (Glatthorn et al., 2009).  School principals have been referred to 
as “curriculum leaders” (Glatthorn, 1997, p. 38) and “instructional leaders” (Glatthorn et al., 
2009, p. 140) in some writings in which their roles are described as encompassing curriculum 
planning on a whole school level.  Instructional leadership might also involve setting school-
wide goals pertaining to curriculum, ensuring adequate provision of resources to support 
teaching and learning, as well as coordinating staff development programs (Wildy & 
Dimmock, 1993).  Typically, curriculum responsibility is delegated to senior level curriculum 
leaders, often referred to as Deputy Principal of Curriculum.  In P-12 Queensland schools, 
usually two senior level curriculum leaders are appointed whereby one has curriculum 
leadership oversight for the primary years of schooling and the other to oversee curriculum 
for the secondary years of school.  Senior curriculum leaders rely on middle level curriculum 
leaders, often referred to as Heads of Department, to provide subject-discipline leadership.   
These middle level curriculum leaders in turn rely on teachers in their department to provide 
curriculum leadership at the classroom level.  Middle level curriculum leaders therefore act as 
a conduit between senior level curriculum leaders and classroom teachers (Burton & 
Brundrett, 2005).  Teachers also have responsibility for the day-to-day classroom teaching 
and learning of the curriculum.  It can be seen that curriculum leadership occurs at varying 
levels within a school setting and that it requires people at these various levels to work 
together to lead curriculum and for curriculum to be implemented at the classroom level.    
 
This study is concerned with those who hold formal curriculum leadership responsibility, 
namely the principal, and senior and middle level curriculum leaders, and how they lead the 
implementation of the Australia Curriculum.  Collectively, they are referred to as the 
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curriculum leadership team in this study.  It is conceivable that the efforts of the school 
curriculum leadership team in leading the implementation of the Australian Curriculum 
would likely affect the efforts of teachers in implementing this curriculum at the classroom 
level.  Thus, the perceptions of teachers of this leadership would offer useful insights into the 
challenges and enablers that school leaders encounter, as well as the significance of 
professional development as they implement a large-scale curriculum reform.   
 
3.9 Leadership Theories 
There are hundreds of leadership theories available to practitioners and researchers alike.  It 
is far beyond the scope of this chapter to explore and critique adequately even a portion of 
these theories.  For this reason, the section that follows discusses some of the salient 
leadership theories that have implications for this study.  It is argued that these leadership 
theories including transactional (J. M. Burns, 1978), transformational (J. M. Burns, 1978), 
distributed (Spillane, 2006) and micro-political leadership (Blase & Anderson, 1995) provide 
some valuable insights regarding the ways in which leaders may lead the implementation of a 
curriculum.   
 
3.9.1 Transactional Leadership and Transformational Leadership 
J. M. Burns (1978) identified two types of leadership and they are transactional and 
transformational.  Transactional leadership views the relationship between leader and 
followers as one that is based on the contractual conditions of employment.  This relationship 
is seen as a transaction between the leader and subordinates whereby certain conditions of 
employment are offered by the leader to employees in return for their support and 
compliance.  Moreover, this leadership relies on the positional power of the leader in 
ensuring such compliance (J. M. Burns, 1978).    
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According to J. M. Burns (1978), transformational leadership views the relationship between 
the leader and subordinates as one whereby the leader inspires and motivates subordinates to 
move towards a certain vision.  Bass (1990) building on the work of J. M. Burns (1978) 
purports that there are four sub-dimensions of transformational leadership, and they are 
idealised influence; inspirational motivation; intellectual stimulation; and individualised 
consideration.  Firstly, idealised influence views the leader as charismatic, someone who 
builds respect and trust amongst followers.  Second, inspirational motivation is defined as 
communication of a vision by the leader that motivates followers to achieve the vision.  
Thirdly, intellectual stimulation is defined as encouraging followers to think independently 
and to think creatively about solutions to problems.  Lastly, individualised consideration is 
defined as the leader giving consideration to the individual needs of followers and treating 
each follower as an individual.  Transformational leadership has its roots in non-educational 
settings (Gunter, 2001) and it is often referred to as leadership that is appropriate to prepare 
an organisation to respond to change or for when the organisation has to adapt (Gronn, 1995; 
Gurr, 1996; McShane & Travaglione, 2005).  Because the education setting is characterised 
by ongoing change, it is argued that transformational leadership is applicable in such a 
setting.  Leithwood (1994) has also made a similar argument.   
 
J. M. Burns (1978) views transactional and transformational as two types of leadership that 
are located at opposite ends of a continuum.  However, some authors have argued that they 
are compatible and can work together to form more effective leadership (Bass, 1985; 
Pounder, 2002; Ramsden, 1998).  Blase and Anderson (1995) argue that  all leaders exercise 
transactional leadership to some extent, and transactional leaders also draw on 
transformational leadership when they “tap into a larger vision embedded in the wants of 
followers” (p. 16).  Some writers also point out that transformational leadership theory 
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provides useful insights into the practices of formal school leaders (see, for example: 
Cunningham & Cordeiro, 2006).  Both transactional and transformational leadership theories 
offer insights into the potential approach that school leaders might adopt in leading the 
implementation of a curriculum reform.  These theories also provide an understanding of the 
relationship that might transpire between school leaders and subordinates during such a 
change effort.   
 
3.9.2 Distributed Leadership  
Distributed leadership theory provides another perspective to gain insights into the leadership 
of implementing the Australian Curriculum in one Queensland school.  According to Spillane 
(2006), distributed leadership is about leadership practice that “is constructed in the 
interactions of school leaders, followers, and their situation” (p. 26).  This perspective of 
leadership acknowledges everyone plays a part in leadership practice and includes both 
formal and informal leaders, as well as individuals who of their own volition take on 
leadership responsibility (Spillane, 2006).  Similarly, A. Harris (2008) states that distributed 
leadership is characterised by multiple sources of formal and informal leadership.  According 
to A. Harris (2008), distributed leadership places an emphasis on expertise instead of role or 
position; relies on deep trust and reciprocal support among members; and requires power 
sharing.  Distributed leadership might necessitate the informal and formal leadership 
structures to be realigned, power and resource boundaries to be redefined, and opportunities 
for wider decision making across the school to be enhanced (A. Harris, 2009).  These 
assumptions of distributed leadership theory raise the question of whether this theory fully 
accounts for the realities that might exist in a school setting.  For example, it might not be 
possible to achieve an environment whereby deep trust and reciprocal support exist amongst 
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all members of the school community or where power is shared across different levels of the 
school.   
 
Whilst distributed leadership typically involves more than one person, both A. Harris (2009) 
and Spillane (2006) argue that it is not sufficient to just think of this leadership as ‘shared 
leadership’ whereby there are multiple individuals who are responsible for leadership, 
because of the complexity of leadership practice.  The practices of leaders are shaped in the 
interactions among leaders, as well as in interactions with followers.  Thus, distributed 
leadership theory recognises that followers can influence the practices of leaders.  The 
situation in which leaders operate also shapes leadership practices.  For example, the 
‘routines’ of school life might affect how leaders lead (Spillane, 2006).  Furthermore, ‘tools’ 
such as assessment data and lesson plans might also shape how leaders and followers interact 
with one another (Spillane, 2006).   It is argued that these aspects of distributed leadership 
theory provide insights into factors that might impact the leadership practices or strategies of 
school leaders in leading the implementation of a large-scale curriculum reform.   
 
3.9.3 Micro-political Leadership  
Whilst theories of transactional, transformational and distributed leadership offer some 
insights into leadership practices in schools, they are somewhat limited in this respect as they 
pay little attention to the political realities (micro-politics) of school life that might impact on 
such practices.  Flessa (2009) points out that the work on distributed leadership largely lacks 
explicit consideration of micro-political analysis, and argues that “by leaving micro-political 
conflict out of the leadership narrative, researchers may be encouraging leaders to consider 
their roles too narrowly, with potentially negative consequences” (p. 336).  Similarly, Bolman 
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and Deal (2008) are of the view that when leaders have a narrow understanding of leadership, 
they may be unable to deal with a wide range of issues that they encounter.   
 
Not surprisingly, implicit in the work of writers on micro-politics and micro-political 
leadership is the argument that traditional views of organisations and leadership neglect 
consideration of political conditions that exist in organisations that may impact on practices 
of leaders (see, for example: Blase & Anderson, 1995; T. Burns, 1961; Flessa, 2009; Hoyle, 
1982).  These writers argue that micro-political leadership theory provides a more 
comprehensive view of leadership from which to understand the leadership practices of 
school leaders and others who work within a school setting.  Hoyle (1982) specifically 
suggests that micro-politics “has been largely ignored in administration and organisation 
theory” (p. 87).  Thus, the “study of school level educational leadership through the lens of 
micro-politics has the potential to generate interesting and potentially useful analyses of the 
different experiences and expectations of those closest to educational policy implementation” 
(Flessa, 2009, p. 332).     
 
The above points raised around micro-politics as potentially impacting on leadership 
practices of school leaders warrant a closer consideration of what micro-politics constitute.  
The clarification on micro-politics provided by Hoyle (1982) is useful.  According to Hoyle 
(1982), there are four major elements to micro-politics, namely interests, interest sets, power 
and strategies.  Interests can be classified as personal, professional or political (Hoyle, 1982).  
However, Hoyle (1982) points out that the distinctions between these can be difficult to 
ascertain, as personal or political interests might be presented in terms of professional.  Hoyle 
(1982) provides an example of a proposed innovation being resisted by a teacher with 
arguments of a professional nature, but the teacher’s resistance might be because such 
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innovation threatens his/her territorial interests.  Interest sets refers to interests that are 
pursued by a group of individuals who are loosely associated and collaborate infrequently 
when a common interest arises (Hoyle, 1982).  Thus, such interest groups or coalitions can be 
said to be committed to achieving a common goal.   
 
Referral to power is important in the pursuit of certain interests by individuals or groups (i.e., 
interest sets).  Hoyle (1982) is of the view that there are two major aspects of power, namely 
authority and influence.  Authority is clarified as the “legally supported form of power to 
make decisions” where sanctions can be imposed whilst influence is the “capacity to affect 
the actions of others without legal sanctions” (Hoyle, 1982, p. 90).  Hoyle (1982) purports 
and micro-politics often take the form of influence as the pursuit of interests by individuals or 
groups (i.e., interest sets) refer to resources (e.g., charisma, expertise, access to information 
and resources) other than authority to attain their goals.  Thus, influence has a number of 
sources from which to refer to, and is “embedded in the actual relationships between groups 
… and operates through bargaining, manipulation, exchange and so forth” (p. 90).  Power is 
employed by individuals or groups (i.e., interest sets) in their pursuit of achieving certain 
ends (Hoyle, 1982).  Thus, “[m]icropolitics embraces strategies by which individuals and 
groups in organisation contexts seek to use their resources of power and influence to further 
interests” (Hoyle, 1982, p. 88).  
 
Whilst not explicitly stated above, cooperative and conflictive processes appear to be an 
integral part of micro-politics.  Specifically, individuals working collaboratively to further 
their interest (i.e., interest set) implied a cooperative process.  The example of the teacher 
resisting proposed change implied a conflictive process.  According to T. Burns (1961), 
“members of a corporation are at one and the same time co-operators in a common enterprise 
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and rivals for the material and intangible rewards of successful competition with each other” 
(p. 261).  This excerpt also suggests that organisational life is characterised by cooperative 
and conflicting elements.   
 
Whilst Hoyle’s (1982) clarification of micro-politics, as characterised by interests, interests 
set, power and strategies, is useful in understanding the political realities of organisational 
life and such elements can be identified in other writings on micro-politics (but may be 
referred to differently) (see, for example: Blase, 1991), it seems to neglect adequate 
consideration of the influence of the macro-political context on the political realities of 
schools, which may in turn impact on leadership practices.  Blase (1991) has offered a more 
comprehensive definition of micro-politics which takes into account both the macro- and 
micro-political factors that may impact on leadership practices: 
Micro-politics refers to the use of formal and informal power by individuals and 
groups to achieve their goals in organizations.  In large part, political actions result 
from perceived differences between individuals and groups, coupled with the 
motivation to use power to influence and/or protect.  Although such actions are 
consciously motivated, any action, consciously or unconsciously motivated, may have 
political ‘significance’ in a given situation.  Both cooperative and conflictive actions 
and processes are part of the realm of micro-politics.  Moreover, macro- and micro-
political factors frequently interact.  (p. 11) 
The four major elements of micro-politics as identified by Hoyle (1982) can also be observed 
in the above definition provided by Blase (1991).  Power is clearly identified in this 
definition, whilst “goals” implied interests, and “groups” inferred interests set, and “actions” 
seemed to be synonymous with strategies.   
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Consideration of macro-political context 
As discussed earlier in this chapter, the broader policy context imposes pressures on to 
schools, and such pressures are likely to impinge on practices of school leaders within their 
schools.  Therefore, it is important to consider the macro- and micro-political contexts in 
which schools operate in fully understanding leadership practices.  The macro-political 
context has been clarified by Smeed, Kimber, Millwater, and Ehrich (2009) as one that is 
characterised by “external pressures such as accountability requirements mandated by 
governments and interest group (e.g., parents, community members), as well as the changes 
stemming from globalisation and technological change” (p. 35).  Such a context might impact 
on the approach or strategies of school leaders in leading their school or the implementation 
of a large-scale curriculum reform.  Bacharach and Mundell (1993) clearly state that “the 
micro-politics of school organizations depend on the macro-political environment in which 
schools operate” (p. 446).  In proposing a new model of micro-politics, Smeed et al. (2009) 
recognise the macro-political context within which schools operate and argue that such a 
context “is likely to be a strong force impacting upon the range of micro-political strategies 
used by school leaders as it defines their contractual accountability” (p. 34).   
 
An important work that looks at the influence of the macro-political context on the micro-
political setting of schools is that of Bacharach and Mundell (1993).  According to Bacharach 
and Mundell (1993), “the dynamics of macropolitics essentially deal with how logics of 
action are imposed on an organization by external interest groups in its institutional 
environment” (Bacharach & Mundell, 1993).  Logic of action is clarified as the “the implicit 
relationship between means and goals that is assumed by orgnisational actors” (Bacharach & 
Mundell, 1993, p. 423).  Such logic of action can be manifested in belief systems, either in 
terms of ideologies or policies, which influence behaviour in organisations.  Ideology is 
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clarified as “broad belief that legitimize specific actions and intents”, whilst policies are said 
to be “behaviorally anchored beliefs that guide and direct specific actions” (Bacharach & 
Mundell, 1993, p. 427).   
 
With specific reference to schools, Bacharach and Mundell (1993) identify two types of logic 
of action.  First, a professional logic of autonomy assumes that uncertainly is widespread in 
organisations and means-goals relationships that are rationally defined and specified do little 
to eliminate such uncertainly (Bacharach & Mundell, 1993).  Second, a bureaucratic logic of 
accountability assumes the opposite, whereby means-goal relationships that are defined and 
specified can limit uncertainty in organisations (Bacharach & Mundell, 1993).  Macro-
political analyses focus on “how these logics of action that are generated by external interest 
groups penetrate the organization” (Bacharach & Mundell, 1993, p. 432).  Specifically, such 
analyses require determination of who are the external interest groups; what is the nature of 
the logics of action that are being imposed by these interest groups; and how do the logics of 
action interact with logics of action of interest groups within the local school context 
(Bacharach & Mundell, 1993).   
 
Different types of power 
Because power relations between leaders and followers are an important aspect of micro-
political leadership, it is worth further exploration here.  These power relations can be viewed 
in terms of “power over”, “power through” or “power with” (Blase & Anderson, 1995, p. 
xiv).  According to Blase and Anderson  (1995), in power over relations, leaders achieve their 
goals by exercising power over followers, particularly through the control of resources, as 
well as their hierarchical position.  French and Raven (1959) refer to such power as legitimate 
positional power.  Similarly, Bacharach and Lawler (1980) describes this power as being 
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inherited in a person’s position.  The use of power over emanating from one’s position can be 
described as control-oriented whereby there is little room for negotiation, which empowers 
the leader at the expense of followers (Blase & Anderson, 1995; Kreisberg, 1992).  Blase and 
Anderson (1995) identify power over as being the basis of authoritarian forms of leadership 
which are characterised by domination and control.  It seems that formal roles and positions 
within an organisational hierarchy provide the platform from which leaders can exert power 
over control over followers.   
  
In power through relations, power is exercised through followers, whereby leaders achieve 
their goals by motivating and mobilising their followers (Blase & Anderson, 1995).  
Arguably this form of power is less covert and control-oriented than power over in working 
towards achieving desirable organisational goals (Fennell, 1999).  Leaders who refer to 
power through could be described as being facilitative (Dunlap & Goldman, 1991; Goldman, 
Dunlap, & Conley, 1993).  Similarly, Smeed et al. (2009) refer to power through as being 
facilitative power, which “entails enabling and empowering others through power sharing”  
(p. 30) towards achieving desirable outcomes.  Thus, leaders who refer to power through 
“distribute leadership through their organisation rather than concentrate leadership and over 
in their own hands” (Smeed et al., 2009, p. 30).   
 
Blase and Anderson (1995) explain power with relations as where power is exercised by the 
leader with followers in achieving their goals.  Such relations are said to empower followers 
and encourage democratic participation (Blase & Anderson, 1995).  In addition, 
communication channels between leader and followers are open whereby followers are 
supported and empowered in power with relations (Smeed et al., 2009).  Power with has also 
been described as relational (Blase & Anderson, 1995; Fennell, 1999; Kreisberg, 1992; 
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Smeed et al., 2009).  While Kreisberg (1992) states that power with is “grounded in different 
sensitivities, experiences, and frameworks of critique and analysis” (p. 61).  Smeed et al. 
(2009) make the point that “there is a high degree of trust in institutions where leaders use 
power with” (p. 30).  It seems then that power with relations between leaders and followers 
are made possible if certain conditions or an organisational culture exist that is conducive to 
such form of power being exercised.  
 
Arguably, the three different types of power discussed above are useful to gain 
understandings into how school leaders might lead the implementation of a national 
curriculum, as it recognises that there are different types of power relations that might 
transpire between school leaders and teachers.   
 
The Blase and Anderson Micro-political Leadership Matrix  
As indicated earlier, curriculum leadership is not a solo act, but instead it requires different 
groups of people at different levels within the school setting to work together in the 
implementation of curriculum change.  Within the present context of national education 
reform in Australia, this curriculum leadership would entail leading the implementation of the 
Australian Curriculum.  In such working relationships, it is conceivable that the use of power 
would be evident.  Geijsel, Meijers, and Wardekker (2007) contend that power is an 
important aspect of school leaders’ role in school improvement and educational change 
efforts, particularly when leaders exercise power in setting goals, defining the issues, and 
creating boundary experiences for teachers.  Teachers may also exercise power in the form of 
resistance in response to the efforts of these school leaders (Geijsel et al., 2007).  Thus, the 
concept of micro-politics is determined as a necessary consideration in understanding the 
 
 
104 
 
potential strategies that school leaders might use in leading the implementation of the 
Australian Curriculum. 
 
This study has determined that the micro-political leadership matrix model proposed by Blase 
and Anderson (1995) as being an appropriate model from which to gain insights into the 
potential strategies that school leaders might use in leading curriculum change in their 
schools.  It incorporates both transformative and transactional leadership concepts from J. M. 
Burns (1978) and assembles these concepts together with the central notions of power with, 
through and over in a model.  This model is depicted in Figure 3.2.   
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Transactional 
Figure 3.2. The Micro-political Leadership Matrix (from Blase & Anderson, 1995, p. 18) 
 
The horizontal axis depicts the leadership styles, which refer to “the types of political 
strategies employed by leaders and the forms these strategies take” (Blase & Anderson, 
1995).  Such strategies can be classified as either closed or open.  At the left end of the 
continuum, closed strategies are considered as those that use power in direct ways, whilst on 
the opposite end of the continuum, open strategies are considered to be those that utilise 
power indirectly.  Blase and Anderson (1995) point out that such strategies are used by 
leaders to achieve larger goals.  Hence, the vertical axis of the micro-political leadership 
matrix represents the goals that leaders might strive towards.  Drawing on the work of J. M. 
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Burns (1978) on transactional and transformational leadership, Blase and Anderson (1995) 
have incorporated the goals of transactional leaders on one end of the continuum and the 
goals of transformational leaders at the other end of this continuum.  Blase and Anderson 
(1995) point out that the transactional leader is prone to “view everything in terms of 
contractual relationships … and heavily relies on the contractual conditions of employment” 
(p. 16) to influence subordinates.  The goals of transactional leaders tend to be the 
maintenance of “the status quo while tinkering with selected aspects that may need 
improvement” (Blase & Anderson, 1995, p. 16).  On the contrary, the goals of 
transformational leaders is centred on moving the “school towards a larger vision or set of 
ultimate goals” (Blase & Anderson, 1995, p. 16), particularly through inspiring and 
motivating subordinates.   
 
The above micro-political leadership matrix has identified four types of approaches, which 
constitute four different types of leadership in which power is utilised to achieve certain 
outcomes or ends by leaders.  The four types of leadership are: authoritarian; adversarial; 
facilitative; and democratic.  Each is discussed in turn. 
 
Authoritarian Leadership 
Authoritarian leadership is whereby the leader takes a closed transactional approach to 
exercising power that promotes maintenance of the status quo.  This power is said to be 
associated with domination and control, referred to as power over (Blase & Anderson, 1995).  
This approach views leaders as isolating teachers from decision making processes, in which 
they “avoid, disable or ignore teachers, suppress dialogue, and exercise control through 
formal structures and the enforcement of policies and rules” (Blase & Anderson, 1995, p. 17).   
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Adversarial Leadership 
Drawing on the work of Ball (1987), Blase and Anderson (1995) refers to the closed 
transformative approach as adversarial leadership.  This leadership views the leader as 
essentially authoritarian and as adversarial because he or she does not share power often, and 
is confrontational and aggressive in achieving their goals (Blase & Anderson, 1995) .  Hence, 
the strategies these leaders use are considered as closed, and the dominant form of power 
relied on is viewed as power over.  The goals of the adversarial leader tends to be the 
promotion of his or her moral vision and in this sense, they are transformational (Blase & 
Anderson, 1995).  Additionally, adversarial leaders are characterised as highly motivational, 
and they “exercise power through the mobilization of efforts by teachers and other 
stakeholders” (Blase & Anderson, 1995, p. 20).   
 
Facilitative Leadership 
According to Blase and Anderson (1995), facilitative leadership equates to an open 
transactional approach being taken.  The dominant use of power is said to be power through, 
as leaders strive towards their goals through the motivation of others, thus using power 
indirectly.  Such goals are predetermined and they tend to be the promotion of more humane 
organisational climate and individual empowerment (Blase & Anderson, 1995).  Blase and 
Anderson  (1995) state that this leadership “often appropriates a discourse of change and 
participation while engaging in bureaucratic manipulation towards pre-established goals” (p. 
20).  Whilst this manipulation over subordinates relies on subtle and covert use of power, the 
notion of power over is evident here.  Nonetheless, facilitative leadership is seen as preferable 
to the closed approaches to leadership discussed earlier, as it provides opportunities for 
participation by subordinates (Blase & Anderson, 1995).   
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Democratic, Empowering Leadership  
An open transformative approach in utilising power by the leader to achieve his or her goals 
is considered as democratic, empowering leadership.  The notion of power with is evident 
with this leadership as the leader attempts to achieve his or her goals of democracy and social 
empowerment through more democratic processes of decision making where genuine 
exchange of opinions is permitted without fear (Blase & Anderson, 1995).  Thus, this style of 
leadership engages teachers “in a larger mission of student and community empowerment” 
(Blase & Anderson, 1995, p. 21).   
 
It should be noted that micro-political strategies are not limited to leaders.  Teachers in their 
interactions with leaders might also draw on the different approaches outlined above in 
utilising power to achieve their own goals.  For instance, a closed transactional approach 
adopted by teachers might involve them relying on contractual employment conditions to 
avoid compliance to the leader’s demands.   
 
3.10 Conceptual Framework 
The conceptual framework for this study draws heavily upon Sergiovanni’s (1995) model of 
change.  It has also incorporated key concepts from Blase and Anderson’s (1995) micro-
political leadership matrix, as well as some ideas from the micro-political model proposed by 
Smeed et al. (2009).  It is argued that this conceptual framework offers an appropriate lens 
from which to investigate the areas of interest of this research.  This conceptual framework is 
depicted in Figure 3.3. 
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Figure 3.3. Conceptual Framework for the Study 
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As discussed earlier, Sergiovanni’s (1995) model of change recognises that there are four 
interacting units of change, which can affect the implementation of educational change, 
namely the individual (i.e., teachers), the school, the workflow and the political system.  It 
has been argued that these interacting units of change offer insights into factors which may 
translate into challenges and/or enablers for school leaders in leading the implementation of 
educational change.  An addition to this model is school leaders as a unit of change, as school 
leaders are required to lead the implementation of educational change at the local school 
level.  School leaders have been defined in this study as those within a school who hold 
formal responsibility for leading educational change and this typically includes the school 
principal, and senior and middle level leaders.   
 
Alongside school leaders, teachers have been included as a unit of change since they are close 
to curriculum change due to their work in the classroom.  Of importance in this study, 
however, was how teachers viewed the way leaders implemented the change.  Teachers’ 
perceptions were sought to gain a rich description of how school leaders lead the 
implementation of a large-scale curriculum change. 
 
The workflow as a unit of change has included professional development as an aspect that 
requires attention to build commitment of teachers during and after they have engaged in 
change or new practices (Sergiovanni, 1995).  It has also identified other aspects which may 
contribute to building such commitment.  It is argued that investigation of the workflow 
might lead to useful insights into challenges and enablers that school leaders might encounter 
in leading the implementation of an educational change.  Of particular interest, is the 
significance of professional development in implementing the Australia Curriculum, which is 
one of the areas of interest of this study.   
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Because findings from the literature review indicated that organisational structure can 
facilitate or block educational change, structure has been included as a component of the 
school in the conceptual framework.     
 
As argued earlier, the macro-political context within which schools operate can impact on the 
strategies school leaders use in leading educational change.  Sergiovanni (1995) has referred 
to this context as the political system and this has been maintained in the conceptual 
framework for this study, but is referred to as the macro-political context.  The conceptual 
framework also acknowledges that school leaders operate within a micro-political context.   
 
This conceptual framework has also incorporated the four different leadership approaches 
from Blase and Anderson’s (1995) model of micro-political leadership.  It is argued that these 
approaches provide useful references from which to investigate the potential strategies that 
school leaders might use in leading the implementation of the Australian Curriculum.  In this 
conceptual framework, the closed transactional approach is referred to as authoritarian 
leadership; the closed transformative approach is referred to as adversarial leadership; the 
open transactional approach is referred to as facilitative leadership; and the open 
transformative approach is referred to as democratic, empowering leadership.  Additionally, 
this model recognises that teachers may also draw on the different micro-political approaches 
in their interactions with their leaders.     
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3.11 Chapter Three Conclusion 
In this chapter, a range of related literature was reviewed in order to investigate, discuss and 
analyse how school leaders lead the implementation of a national curriculum.  To appreciate 
the broader context in which educational leadership is exercised in implementing the national 
curriculum in Australia, the fields of education policy and globalisation with reference to 
education change were reviewed.   
 
The fields of educational change and curriculum change were reviewed to gain insights into 
the areas of interest of this study.  The findings from this review highlighted that factors 
internal and external to the school setting can impact on the efforts of school leaders and the 
strategies they employ in implementing educational change at the local school level.  
Furthermore, these factors can be identified with some aspect of the structure and/or culture 
of the education system and/or school setting.  It has been argued that such factors can 
translate into challenges or enablers for school leaders in leading the implementation of the 
Australian Curriculum.  The findings also suggested that in order to effectively implement 
educational reform, attention needs to be given to several interacting units of change within 
the change process.  According to the change process model proposed by Sergiovanni (1995), 
these units are the individual, the school, the workflow and the political system.   
 
The literature pertaining to the Australian Curriculum was also reviewed.  It was found that 
there is limited literature relating to how school leaders lead the implementation of this 
curriculum.  This review discussed some potential concerns with the implementation of this 
curriculum.   
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Studies of national curricula of other countries were also reviewed and these studies 
highlighted the importance of professional development in supporting the implementation of 
a large-scale reform.  They point to the need for a research study that explores the 
implementation of a new national curriculum in the Australian context, particularly since 
there is limited research conducted that has gained insights into the significance of 
professional development in implementing the Australian Curriculum. 
 
The literature review also looked at school leaders’ role in implementing curriculum change.  
Additionally, leadership theories considered relevant to gaining insights into the potential 
strategies that leaders might use in leading the implementation of the Australian Curriculum 
were discussed.  Focus was given to transactional, transformational, distributed and micro-
political leadership theories.   
 
The key insights, themes and learnings of this literature reviewed informed the development 
of conceptual framework to guide this study.  The new framework depicted in Figure 3.3 
heavily draws on the change process model proposed by Sergiovanni (1995), and Blase and 
Anderson’s (1995) micro-political leadership matrix.  This conceptual framework informed 
the interpretation of data gathered in the case study.   
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY  
4.1 Chapter Four Introduction 
In Chapter One, the background to the research was outlined including its purpose in seeking 
to investigate how the school curriculum leadership team in one P-12 independent 
Queensland school leads the implementation of Phase One learning areas of the Australian 
Curriculum.  The key and sub-research questions posed were:  
 
Key Question:  How does the curriculum leadership team in one school lead the 
implementation of a national curriculum? 
 
Sub-research Questions:  
1. What strategies are used by the school curriculum leadership team to lead the 
implementation of a national curriculum?   
2. What challenges and enablers, including those in relation to professional development, 
are encountered by the school curriculum leadership team when implementing a national 
curriculum?   
 
Chapters Two and Three provided a review of the literature pertinent to the research which 
also identified the context, rationale and significance of the study.  The key messages and 
findings of these two chapters informed the choice of conceptual framework that was 
presented.  Chapter Four is concerned with the theoretical and practical dimensions of the 
research methodology.  It begins with discussing the appropriateness of adopting a qualitative 
research approach.  The choice of a case study strategy is discussed, as are the reasons for 
selecting the data sources and data collection and analysis techniques.  The chapter then 
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addresses matters of trustworthiness and authenticity, ethics, the role of researcher and 
limitations of the research design.   
 
4.2 Qualitative Research 
Qualitative research is often referred to as a broad approach that seeks to understand and 
explain social phenomena (Denzin & Lincoln, 2008; Marshall & Rossman, 2006; Merriam, 
1998).  This is consistent with the purpose of this study, as it sought to understand how a 
school curriculum leadership team in one school lead the implementation of a national 
curriculum.  The following definition of qualitative research offered by Denzin and Lincoln 
(2008) further justifies adopting a qualitative research approach for this study as it is in line 
with the purpose of this research: 
Qualitative research is a situated activity that locates the observer in the world.  It 
consists of a set of interpretive, material practices that make the world visible.  These 
practices transform the world.  They turn the world into a series of representations, 
including field notes, interviews, conversations, photographs, recordings, and memos 
to the self.  At this level, qualitative research involves an interpretative, naturalistic 
approach to world.  This means that qualitative researchers study things in their 
natural settings, attempting to make sense of, or interpret, phenomena in terms of the 
meanings people bring to them. (p. 4) 
Consistent with this definition, Merriam (1998) states that the key philosophical assumption 
of qualitative research is that it is based upon “the view that reality is constructed by 
individuals interacting with their social worlds” (p. 6).  This philosophical assumption 
marries well with the purpose of this study and research questions, as the researcher was 
interested in uncovering meanings that school curriculum leaders in one school construct 
regarding their experiences as they implement a national curriculum reform.  It is argued that 
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a qualitative research approach provided a framework through which the purpose of this 
study and sub-research questions could be best addressed. 
 
A principal goal of the study was to obtain a richly descriptive account of how members of a 
school curriculum leadership team lead the implementation of a national curriculum reform, 
namely the strategies that they use and challenges and enablers (including those in relation to 
professional development) that they encounter.  Teachers’ accounts of this implementation 
were also sought with the aim of providing a rich description of this leadership.  The 
researcher was interested in understanding how meanings are constructed by school 
curriculum leaders in their experiences in relation to these areas of interest.  It was considered 
that this would be best achieved through a qualitative research approach.  According to 
Merriam (1998), “Qualitative researchers are interested in understanding the meaning people 
have constructed, that is, how they make sense of their world and the experience they have in 
the world” (p. 6).  Merriam (1998) adds that as a result, “the product of a qualitative study is 
richly descriptive” (p. 8).   
 
Another reason to adopt a qualitative research approach was its emphasis on context.  The 
work of school leaders and teachers takes place within a particular school context and this 
context fits within broader contexts, namely the school sector (government, Catholic or 
independent), and the state or territory education system in which the school is located.  It 
was envisaged that meanings constructed by school leaders and teachers regarding their 
experiences in the areas of interest of this study were linked to the context in which they 
operate, hence attention to context was considered necessary in this study.  Neuman (2000) 
states that “the meaning of a social action or statement depends, in an important way, on the 
context in which it appears” (p. 146).  Neuman (2000) adds that when an event, social action, 
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response to a question or conversation is removed from its social context, distortions occurs 
with its social meaning and significance.  Stake (2010) also emphasises context as a key 
characteristic of qualitative research, referring to qualitative research as being “situational” 
(p. 15).  Thus, in gaining a richly descriptive account of and understanding in the areas of 
interest of this study, a qualitative research approach was further considered as appropriate 
given its concern for context. 
 
Another key characteristic of qualitative research is that the “researcher is the primary 
instrument for data collection and analysis” (Merriam, 1998, p. 7).  This was considered as 
important for this study because of the following advantages as highlighted by Guba and 
Lincoln (1981, as cited in Merriam, 1998): 
...the researcher is responsive to the context; he or she can adopt techniques to the 
circumstances; the total context can be considered; what is known about the situation 
can be expanded through sensitivity to nonverbal aspects; the researcher can process 
data immediately, can clarify and summarize as the study evolves, and can explore 
anomalous responses. (p. 7) 
These were important reasons for adopting a qualitative research approach for this study as 
they contribute to gaining a richly descriptive account of the phenomenon under study.  Such 
reasons also highlight that a qualitative research approach is, as Merriam (1998) has 
described, “emergent and flexible, responsive to changing conditions of the study in 
progress” (p. 8).  Similarly, Marshall and Rossman (2006) have said that qualitative research 
is “emergent rather than tightly pre-figured” (p. 3).  Qualitative research also afforded the 
researcher the opportunity to use multiple methods (Marshall & Rossman, 2006) in which 
different sets of data gathered helped to provide a rich description of the phenomenon.   
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4.3 Case Study Strategy  
Consistent with a qualitative research approach, it was determined that a case study strategy 
was most appropriate to investigate the phenomenon (i.e., leadership of implementing a 
national curriculum reform).  A simple, but useful definition of case study has been provided 
by Punch (2009):  
The basic idea is that one case (or perhaps a small number of cases) will be studied in 
detail, using whatever methods and data seem appropriate.  Where there may be a 
variety of specific purposes and research questions, the general objective is to develop 
as full an understanding of this case as possible.  (p. 19) 
Punch (2009) adopts Miles and Huberman’s (1994, as cited in Punch, 2009) definition of a 
case as “being a phenomenon of some sort occurring in a bounded context” (p. 19).  Other 
definitions of case study have been provided in the literature.  For instance, Yin (2003b) 
defines it as “an empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its 
real-life context, especially when the boundaries between phenomenon and context are not 
clearly evident” (p. 13), which “relies on multiple sources of evidence ...” (p. 14).  Yin 
(2003b) argues a case study would be used if there is a deliberate goal in covering contextual 
conditions, particularly when such contextual conditions are considered as very pertinent to 
the phenomenon under study.   
 
Furthermore, Stake (1995) defines case study as “the study of the particularity and 
complexity of a single case, coming to understand its activity within important 
circumstances” (p. xi).  Although not part of this definition, Stake (1995) acknowledges that 
case study involves the use of more than one data collection method and data source.  Whilst 
these definitions possess different emphases, common to both is that case study is essentially 
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a study of a phenomenon within its context that relies on more than one method of data 
collection and source of data or evidence.   
 
The advantages of adopting a qualitative research approach as discussed earlier also apply to 
case study since a case study strategy enables the researcher to be: the primary instrument for 
data collection and analysis; located within the natural setting providing her with 
opportunities to gain an understanding of the context of the phenomenon; responsive to 
changing conditions of the study in progress; and to utilise multiple methods of data 
collection and analysis to gain a richly descriptive account of the areas of interest. 
 
Importantly, it was determined that a case study strategy was most appropriate for 
investigating a phenomenon in order to address the purpose and key and sub-research 
questions of this study.   Yin (2003b) argues that a case study strategy is preferred when “a 
‘how’ or ‘why’ question is being asked about a contemporary set of events, over which the 
investigator has little or no control” (p. 9).  The key research question that this study sought 
to address is a ‘how’ question, more specifically, how does a school curriculum leadership 
team lead the implementation of a national curriculum?  This question also sought to 
investigate a contemporary event, over which the researcher had no control.  Under these 
conditions, a case study strategy was favoured (Yin, 2003b).  Whilst the study was essentially 
asking a ‘how’ question, it should be noted that the sub-research questions asked both ‘how’ 
and ‘what’ questions.  According to Yin (2003b), ‘what’ questions also favour employment 
of a case study strategy.  Merriam (1998) points out that the nature of the research problem 
and questions being posed determine whether a case study design is appropriate.   
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H. Simmons (2009) has identified a number of strengths of case study, some of which 
support the employment of case study strategy for this study.  First, according to H. Simmons 
(2009), case study allows the phenomenon to be studied in depth and interpreted in their 
context.  Similarly, Babbie (2008) states that case studies focus on one or a few instances of 
some social phenomenon and allow an in-depth critique to occur of that phenomenon.  
Salkind (2000) also argues that case studies reveal a diversity and richness of human 
behaviour that is not accessible through any other method.  These strengths were considered 
important for this study in order to gain a richly descriptive account of the phenomenon as it 
allows attention to be paid to context.  Second, H. Simmons (2009) argues that case study can 
document multiple perspectives, explore contested viewpoints, and demonstrate the influence 
of key actors and interactions between them.  Salkind (2000) also points out that case studies 
allow a close examination and scrutiny of the data gathered and the use of several different 
data collection techniques to gather the necessary information.  This not only contributes to 
gaining a rich description of the phenomenon under study, but it also contributes to the 
trustworthiness of findings for this study.  H. Simmons (2009) also argues that case study can 
explain how and why things happen and this aligns closely with the purpose of this study and 
research questions.  Lastly, case study is said to be useful for exploring and understanding the 
process and dynamics of change (H. Simmons, 2009).  This is consistent with the current 
study, because it focused on how a particular curriculum change is being led.   
 
Descriptive Case Study 
The case study employed for this research was aligned to the definition of what Merriam 
(1998) refers to as, a descriptive case study.  Merriam (1998) defines it as follows: 
A descriptive case study in education is one that presents a detailed account the 
phenomenon under study ... and they are useful, though, in presenting basic 
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information about areas of education where little research has been conducted.  
Innovative programs and practices are often the focus of descriptive case studies in 
education. (p. 38) 
The recent implementation of the Australian Curriculum can be considered as an innovative 
program and there is very limited literature in the area of how its implementation is being led 
by school leaders at the school level.  Moreover, a principal goal of this research was to gain 
a richly descriptive account of this phenomenon.  These factors are consistent with Merriam’s 
(1998) definition of a descriptive case study.    
 
Single Case Study Design 
A single case study design was determined as most appropriate to address the key research 
question.  The key research question identified the school curriculum leadership team as the 
unit of study or case for this research and this unit is placed within the context of a school.  
As this team comprises a mix of people holding different roles with varying levels of 
leadership, they are considered as sub-units or sub-elements (Merriam, 1998; H. Simmons, 
2009; Yin, 2003b) of the unit of study.  Whilst schools operate within other layers of broader 
contexts, it is argued that these outer layers influence individual school contexts.  Within this 
school context are teachers who are required to implement the Australian Curriculum at the 
classroom level.  Because the key research question was also concerned with one school, the 
boundaries of the unit of study are set to the context of one school.  Thus, in order to answer 
the key research question, a single case study design was chosen.  This design is depicted in 
Figure 4.1.   
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Figure 4.1. Single Case Study Design 
 
4.4 Choice of Research Site 
Due to the researcher possessing teaching experience in P-12 independent schools, this led 
her to develop an interest in conducting research in this particular school sector.  
Furthermore, it was determined that the idiosyncrasies, particularly with the governance 
system, that exist within the private independent sector would lead to wider insights and 
understandings into the areas of interest of this study.  For instance, school leaders within this 
particular sector typically have to report to a school board or college council, whereas this is 
not the case within the government sector.  The researcher also believed that given her 
teaching experience in the independent private sector, it would be easier for her to gain access 
to a school in this sector than would be the case in the government or Catholic sectors.   
CONTEXT: ONE SCHOOL 
 
Teachers  
Unit of Study/Case: 
School Curriculum Leadership Team 
 
Sub-unit 1: School Principal 
 
Sub-unit 2: Senior Level Curriculum 
Leaders 
 
Sub-unit 3: Middle Level Curriculum 
Leaders 
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The researcher selected one P-12 independent school to investigate the areas of interest.  As a 
measure to protect the identity of this school, its affiliated Christian denomination is not 
reported in this study.  This school offered early childhood education, which is often referred 
to as kindergarten or pre-prep program prior to the preparatory year of schooling.  The school 
had approximately 1500 students and 150 teachers at the time of this research.  In this study, 
this school is referred to as ‘case school’ to protect its anonymity and for easy reference.    
 
The selection of a school for the purpose of this study was informed by the work of A. S. 
Wells, Hirshberg, Lipton, and Oakes (2002) who drew on the work of Goetz and LeCompte 
(1984).  A. S. Wells et al. (2002) refer to the middle of the “realist” versus “nominalist 
spectrum” in terms of the perspective that the researcher may take in the selection of cases.   
According to Goetz and LeCompte (1984), the realist determines the parameters of the case 
in light of the research questions, whilst the nominalist is said to construct the case from the 
unit of analysis in consideration of the theoretical framework and the research questions.  A. 
S. Wells et al. (2002) hold that most researchers’ perspective lies towards the middle of this 
spectrum.  These factors influenced the selection of the case school.   
 
For this study, the research questions assisted the researcher in setting the parameters in 
selecting the case study site.  Specifically, the key research question determined that a case 
study is to be conducted in one P-12 independent school.  The unit of analysis for this study 
as outlined in Figure 4.1 is the school curriculum leadership team that comprises the school 
principal, and senior and middle level curriculum leaders.  Thus, it was considered 
appropriate that the selected school site should have people in these positions.  This was 
considered important as the study was interested in the experiences of such staff in leading 
the implementation of this curriculum.  The selected case school satisfied these requirements.  
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Additionally, the conceptual framework as depicted in Section 3.10 was also considered in 
selecting a school site.  It was assessed that this conceptual framework was appropriate to 
investigate the phenomenon at the selected case school.  The staff population size of the case 
school was also considered as another favourable factor in selecting this school as the data 
collection site.  It was assumed that a teacher population size of 150 teachers would yield a 
better response rate than would be the case with a smaller population.  This would in turn 
lead to wider perspectives being gathered in the areas of interest of this study and hence a 
richer description of the phenomenon under investigation.  Another reason for selecting the 
case school was for convenience.  One of the researcher’s supervisors has had a close 
working relationship with the school principal at the case school.  This helped the researcher 
access the school and recruit participating staff members.    
 
4.5 Data Collection Methods 
Collection of Documents 
Collection of documents commenced from 1 May 2013 until 5 September 2013 and served a 
number of purposes.  First, data from documents assisted the researcher to develop a 
preliminary understanding of the case school’s setting and the broader context in which 
school curriculum leaders operated in leading the implementation of this curriculum.  Second, 
insights were gained around potential strategies school curriculum leaders used (sub-research 
question 1) and factors that presented as challenges and enablers for school leaders (sub-
research question 2).  Thus, the use of documents provided meaning, understanding and some 
insights into the phenomenon being investigated (Merriam, 1998).  Third, the review of 
documents provided an understanding about the nature of the school hierarchy and 
corresponding leadership positions adopted in this school and terminologies relevant to the 
Australian Curriculum, which in turn assisted the researcher in deriving more in-depth 
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responses from participants, particularly during semi-structured interviews.  Fourth, some 
documents provided stimuli for further inquiry in subsequent data collection methods 
(Bowen, 2009).  Thus, the use of documents played an important role for addressing the 
research questions.   
 
The identification and collection of relevant documents for the purpose of this study were 
guided by the conceptual framework (see, Section 3.10) and the two sub-research questions.  
Specifically, the conceptual framework has included the macro-political context in which 
schools operate as a factor that could influence how school leaders lead the implementation 
of curriculum change.  Thus, documents were collected at the different levels of educational 
context – national, state, school sector and school.  The types of documents sought included 
but were not limited to information, advice, resources and/or guidelines in relation to the 
implementation of this curriculum.  Documents collected came predominantly from the 
public domain and in particular from the case school’s website and that of the organisation 
and/or authority that operated at the different levels of educational context.  Documents were 
also collected during the period semi-structured interviews were conducted as participants 
made other documentation available, which provided additional data around the two sub-
research questions and provided stimuli for further inquiry.  The documents were categorised 
into four key types, namely national, state, school sector and school.  Each document was 
assigned a label, for example, Doc1, Doc2, Doc3 and so forth.  Appendix E provides a full 
listing of documents collected with their respective labels that are used in subsequent 
chapters to refer to them.   
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Online Questionnaire 
An online questionnaire (Babbie, 2008) was developed that aimed to gather preliminary 
insights of participants’ experiences and perceptions around the two sub-research questions.  
To encourage participation, the online questionnaire was anonymous in that it did not request 
from participants their name or actual position title.  However, participants were asked to 
indicate their professional level at the school (for example, school principal, senior level 
curriculum leader, middle level curriculum leader, and so forth).  It is acknowledged that if a 
participant held a position whereby there was only one position at a particular professional 
level, this may contribute to revealing his or her identity to colleagues.  The online 
questionnaire utilised both open-ended and closed-ended items (Appendix A).  The 
questionnaire comprised four sections.  Section A used closed-ended questions to gather 
basic background information about the participants.   Section B used open-ended questions 
to investigate strategies that participants used in leading the implementation of Phase One 
learning areas (sub-research question 1).  Section B also sought teachers’ perceptions of this 
leadership and their experience of implementing the new curriculum (sub-research question 
1).  Sections C and D used open-ended questions to investigate challenges and enablers that 
participants encountered in implementing this curriculum and how they responded to the 
challenges (sub-research question 2).  Section E used a Likert scale and an open-ended 
question to focus on how professional development presented as challenges or enablers for 
members of the school curriculum leadership team in implementing this curriculum (sub-
research question 2).   
 
The construction of online questionnaire items was guided by the two sub-research questions.  
To ensure the validity of these items, the researcher developed the online questionnaire in 
consultation with her research supervisors and sought feedback from five fellow higher 
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research students in the Faculty of Education at the Queensland University of Technology 
(QUT) who gave advice regarding the clarity of certain statements.  Additionally, a copy of 
the online questionnaire was reviewed and approved by QUT Ethics Committee.  These steps 
assisted in developing the online questionnaire items and ensured their validity around the 
two sub-research questions.   
 
Selection of Participants for Online Questionnaire 
Purposeful sampling was used to select participants for the online questionnaire (Merriam, 
1998).  Staff at the case school who were involved with implementing Phase One learning 
areas of the Australian Curriculum were considered as information-rich sources of data 
around the two sub-research questions and hence were invited to participate in the online 
questionnaire.  With the help of the school principal, an invitation email with the link to the 
online questionnaire and an attached copy of the participant information document was 
distributed to staff.  A link to a copy of the participant information document was also 
included on the online questionnaire.  The school principal also assisted with sending out 
several reminder emails to staff.  The potential risk of staff feeling coerced through the school 
principal emailing the invitation and reminders was balanced by providing prospective 
participants with the participant information document on two occasions that clearly stated 
participation was voluntary.   
 
Eighteen staff members (n = 18) completed the online questionnaire, comprising the school 
principal; two senior level curriculum leaders; eight middle level curriculum leaders; and 
seven teachers.  In this study, a senior level curriculum leader constituted a curriculum 
leadership role whereby curriculum oversight was for a sub-school (for example, Years 7 – 9) 
and whole school (Preparatory Year – Year 12); a middle level curriculum leader was viewed 
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as a curriculum leadership role whereby curriculum oversight was for a subject area (for 
example, Head of Department for English), year level or equivalent (for example, Year 6 
Curriculum Leader); and a teacher was considered to be someone whose work load was 
predominantly classroom teaching and did not have a formal curriculum leadership position 
of added responsibility. These definitions assisted the researcher in categorising participants 
under different professional levels at the school for the purpose of this study.        
 
Eighteen online questionnaire participants were considered a low response rate for two main 
reasons.  First, the school curriculum leadership team alone comprised 15 members.  As 
stated in Chapter Four, this team comprised the school principal, and senior and middle level 
curriculum leaders for the purpose of this study.  At the case school, five positions were 
identified as senior level curriculum leaders and nine were identified as middle level 
curriculum leaders with involvement in the implementation of this curriculum.  Second, 
according to a school officer in the case school, the number of teachers who taught Phase 
One learning areas around the time the online questionnaire was administered was 24 
teachers in one sub-school (Preparatory Year – Year 6), and for the other two sub-schools 
(from Years 7 to 10): 16 teachers taught maths; 24 teachers taught English; 15 taught science; 
and 11 taught history.  However, teachers who taught in more than one Phase One learning 
area were included in the total count for each learning area they taught.  Based on these 
numbers, it was difficult to derive an exact total number of potential participants for the 
online questionnaire, however, these numbers nonetheless indicated that a significant number 
of staff were involved with the implementation of this curriculum.  Given that there was no 
immediate benefit for staff members to participate in the online questionnaire, the low 
response rate was unsurprising.  The data obtained through the questionnaire was useful 
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nevertheless.  It provided some preliminary insight around the two sub-research questions 
and raised other questions that were explored with semi-structured interviews.   
 
Table 4.1 summarises the 18 online questionnaire participants.  The first column identifies 
each participant by their role.  Where participants have indicated the year level and/or Phase 
One learning area/s that they were involved in implementing, this information have been 
included in the second column.   For each participant, Table 4.1 has included a corresponding 
online questionnaire reference label to identify the online questionnaire from which excerpts 
have been taken to demonstrate points made.    
 
The online questionnaire label comprises up to three segments.  The first segment identifies 
the online questionnaire as the data collection method used by its abbreviation, “OQ”.  The 
second segment, which is after the first hyphenation sign in the label, identifies the 
participant by the abbreviation of their role.  For example, in the reference label, OQ-SP-P-
Y10, “SP” is the abbreviation for the school principal.  If the participant has indicated the 
year level/s and/or Phase One learning area/s that they were involved in implementing, the 
third segment of the label identifies this information, which is placed after the second 
hyphenation sign in the label.  For instance, in the reference label for the school principal, 
“PY-Y10”, denotes Preparatory Year (PY) to Year 10 (Y10) as the year levels that the school 
principal was involved with in relation to the implementation of Phase One of the Australian 
Curriculum.  Where participants have indicated the Phase One learning area/s of their 
involvement with the implementation of this curriculum, the following abbreviations have 
been used to identify these learning area/s as part of the third segment in the reference label: 
M denotes mathematics; E denotes English; S denotes science; and H denotes history.  For 
instance, in the reference label, OQ-MLCL5-Y8MS, “Y8MS” denotes that this middle level 
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curriculum leader (MLCL5) was involved with the implementation of Year 8 (Y8) Maths and 
Science (MS).  Because participants were not asked to supply their name or actual position 
title, “Teacher 1” does not necessarily mean the same person as “Teacher 1” referred to in 
semi-structured interviews.  Labels for semi-structured interviewees are explained later.   
 
Table 4.1 
Summary of Online Questionnaire Participants 
Participants (n = 18) 
Year level and/or learning area/s of 
involvement  
Online Questionnaire 
Reference Label 
School Principal Prep – Year 10  OQ-SP-PY-Y10 
Senior Level Curriculum Leader 1 Maths OQ-SLCL1-M 
Senior Level Curriculum Leader 2  OQ-SLCL2 
Middle Level Curriculum Leader 1 Science OQ-MLCL1-S 
Middle Level Curriculum Leader 2  OQ-MLCL2 
Middle Level Curriculum Leader 3  Years 1 – 2  OQ-MLCL3-Y1&2 
Middle Level Curriculum Leader 4 Year 10 English OQ-MLCL4-Y10E 
Middle Level Curriculum Leader 5  Year 8 Maths and Science OQ-MLCL5-Y8MS 
Middle Level Curriculum Leader 6 Year 6 English and History OQ-MLCL6-Y6EH 
Middle Level Curriculum Leader 7 History  OQ-MLCL7-H 
Middle Level Curriculum Leader 8 Maths OQ-MLCL8-M 
Teacher 1 Years 7 and 8 History OQ-T1-Y7&8H 
Teacher 2  OQ-T2 
Teacher 3  OQ-T3 
Teacher 4 Year 4 OQ-T4-Y4 
Teacher 5 Year 8 Maths and Science; Year 9 
History 
OQ-T5-Y8MS&Y10H 
Teacher 6  Year 7 English; Year 8 and 10 
History 
OQ-T6-Y7E&Y8&10H 
Teacher 7  OQ-T7 
 
Semi-structured Interviews  
Semi-structured interviews (Minichiello, Aroni, & Hays, 2008) were used as the main data 
collection method to develop an in-depth understanding in the areas of interest.  A semi-
structured format was chosen for interviews as it was determined that an open-ended 
approach to interviewing was most appropriate in providing the researcher with more 
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opportunities to elicit information than would be the case with structured interviews.  
Moreover, structured interviews cannot “encapsulate all subtleties and personal 
interpretations” (R. B. Burns, 2000, p. 425).  The semi-structured format allowed for the use 
of pre-determined questions, whilst other issues identified during the interviews were 
explored through probing questions.  Fielding (1993) clarifies semi-structured interviews as 
encompassing the interviewer asking the same major questions in the same manner in each 
interview, however incorporates greater flexibility than a structured interview whereby the 
interviewer can adapt the interview around interviewees’ responses.   
 
Selection of Participants for Semi-structured Interviews 
In selecting participants for semi-structured interviews, consideration was given to the two 
sub-research questions.  It was determined that the school principal, and senior and middle 
level curriculum leaders who were involved with leading the implementation of Phase One 
learning areas (Australian Curriculum Mathematics, English, Science and History) of the 
Australian Curriculum were the most appropriate personnel to provide relevant data on the 
strategies they used (sub-research question 1).  In addition, these participants were considered 
as information-rich sources of data on the challenges and enablers they encountered in 
leading the implementation of this curriculum, including those in relation to professional 
development (sub-research question 2).  In order to develop a comprehensive understanding 
of the leadership of the implementation of this curriculum, it was deemed necessary to also 
draw on teachers’ perspectives of this leadership.  The sub-research questions have therefore 
guided the identification of staff in a variety of roles as primary sources of data relevant to 
this study.   
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The process of selecting participants at the case school encompassed a number of steps.  The 
research project was initially introduced to staff by the school principal at a whole school 
briefing near the end of the third school term in which he sought expressions of interest from 
staff to participate in an interview.  The researcher also invited staff to put forward their 
expressions of interest to the school principal or herself when she was introduced at a whole 
school briefing at the beginning of the fourth school term.  The school principal then 
provided the researcher with a list of names and email addresses of staff who expressed 
interest to participate an interview.  The researcher emailed these staff a consent form and a 
participant information document for the semi-structured interview whereby it stated that all 
comments and responses from participants would be treated confidentially, and codes and 
pseudonyms would be used to protect their identity.   
 
Snowball purposeful sampling (Merriam, 1998) was also used to achieve an adequate sample 
of participants from across the four Phase One learning areas so that wide perspectives could 
be obtained around the sub-research questions.  Once interviews commenced, the researcher 
sought referrals from interviewees for other relevant prospective participants.  This was 
deemed the most feasible technique for the researcher to access these prospective 
participants. However, it is acknowledged that this technique might have resulted in 
interviewees referring colleagues who may have held similar views to theirs.  Six teachers 
and one middle level curriculum leader were selected through this technique.  These staff 
were also emailed a copy of the participant information document and consent form to afford 
them an opportunity to make an informed decision regarding participation.  The sample of 
interview participants from the school comprised the school principal (n = 1), eight senior 
leaders (n = 8), eight middle level curriculum leaders (n = 8), and eleven teachers (n = 11).  
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Thus, a total of 28 interviewees were from the case school, 17 of whom were members of the 
school curriculum leadership team.   
 
The eight senior level curriculum leaders comprised three participants who were identified as 
having whole school curriculum oversight and five participants with curriculum oversight for 
a sub-school.  Eight out nine middle level curriculum leaders at the school who were involved 
with implementing this curriculum participated in a semi-structured interview each.  At the 
time of data collection, the middle level curriculum leader position for Years 3 to 6 was 
vacant.  The staff member who formerly held this role did not respond to a couple of email 
attempts to invite her to participate in an interview.  Thus, a total of eight middle level 
curriculum leaders at the case school participated in this component of the study.  Senior and 
middle level curriculum leaders at the school also had a teaching load and taught in one or 
more of the Phase One learning areas.  Teacher participants comprised five teachers from 
sub-school 1, three from sub-school 2 and three from sub-school 3.  Teachers in sub-school 1 
taught in all four Phase One learning areas with the exception of teachers in Year 6 who 
taught in their learning area of specialisation.  Teachers in sub-schools 2 and 3 also have 
learning area specialisations and may teach in one or more of the Phase One learning areas 
and across more than one year level.     
 
A curriculum officer from a school sector association also formed part of the total sample for 
semi-structured interviews.  Because this curriculum officer’s role included supporting 
independent schools with the implementation of this curriculum, it was determined that she 
would be able to offer valuable data pertaining to the context in which the case school 
operated and implemented this curriculum.  The curriculum officer was initially approached 
via email and then a follow-up phone conversation to discuss her possible involvement with 
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the project.  An information document and consent form was then emailed to the curriculum 
officer’s line manager to seek consent for the association to be part of the research.  Once this 
was finalised and consent was granted, the researcher emailed the curriculum officer an 
information document and consent form pertaining to the semi-structured interview to afford 
her an opportunity to make an informed decision regarding participation.  
 
Table 4.2 summarises the interview participants.  Each participant is identified by their role 
as listed in column one of this table.  Because some participants’ actual position title was 
unique to the case school, pseudonyms that described their responsibilities were used to 
protect the identity of the school and the participants (Babbie, 2008).  Column three of Table 
4.2 lists a corresponding reference label to the interview transcript of each participant.  These 
labels are used to identify the interview transcript from which excerpts have been taken to 
illustrate points made.   
 
Reference labels for interviews follow the same structure as that for the online questionnaire.  
More specifically, the first segment of the label identifies interview as the data collection 
method used by the abbreviation, “INT”.  The second segment, which is after the first 
hyphenation sign in the label, identifies the interview participant by the abbreviation of their 
role.  For example, in the reference label, INT-ELTL-PY-Y10, “ELTL” is the abbreviation 
for the Executive Leader for Teaching and Learning.  The third segment of the label, which is 
placed after the second hyphenation sign in the label, identifies the year level/s that 
participants were involved with in implementing this curriculum where applicable.  For 
instance, in the reference label for the ELTL, “PY-Y10”, denotes Preparatory Year (PY) to 
Year 10 (Y10) as the year levels that the ELTL was involved with in implementing Phase 
One of the Australian Curriculum.  If participants were involved with implementing 
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particular learning areas, the following abbreviations are used to identify these learning area/s 
as part of the third segment of the interview reference labels: M denotes mathematics; E 
denotes English; S denotes science; and H denotes history. 
 
It can be seen from Table 4.2 that participants came from across the year levels (Preparatory 
Year to Year 10) and four Phase One learning areas.  This allowed a variety of perspectives 
to be obtained for this study.  The executive leader for teaching and learning who participated 
in an interview commenced in this role at the start of 2013 and is referred to as the “new 
executive leader for teaching and learning”, and the previous person who held this position is 
referred to as the “former executive leader for teaching and learning” in this study.  The 
positions of interviewees and where they fit into the school organisational structure are 
further elaborated in Chapter Five.   
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Table 4.2 
Summary of Interview Participants 
Participants (n = 29)  
Year level/s and/or learning 
area/s of involvement with 
implementing Phase One of the 
Australian Curriculum  
Interview Transcript 
Reference Label 
School Sector Curriculum Officer n/a  INT-SSCO 
School Principal Preparatory Year – Year 10 INT-SP-PY-10 
Senior Level Curriculum Leaders:   
New Executive Leader for Teaching and 
Learning 
Preparatory Year – Year 10 INT-ELTL-PY-Y10 
Pedagogical Leader for Future Thinking 
Learning 
Preparatory Year – Year 10, 
Maths 
INT-PLFTL-PY-Y10M 
Pedagogical Leader for Human Endeavour 
Learning 
Preparatory Year – Year 10, 
History 
INT-PLHEL-PY-Y10H 
Head of Sub-school 1 Preparatory Year – Year 6  INT-HSS1-PY-Y6 
Head of Sub-school 3 Years 10 – 12     INT-HSS3-Y10-12 
Sub-school 1 Curriculum Coordinator  Preparatory Year – Year 6 INT-SS1CC-Y7-9 
Sub-school 2 Curriculum Coordinator  Years 7 – 9 INT-SS2CC-Y7-9 
Sub-school 3 Curriculum Coordinator  Years 10 – 12 INT-SS3CC-Y10-12 
Middle Level Curriculum Leaders:   
Prep-Year 2 Curriculum Leader Year 1 Maths, English, Science 
and History 
INT-PY2CL-PY-
Y2MESH 
Year 7 Curriculum Leader  Year 7 Maths and Science INT-Y7CL-Y7MS 
Year 8 Curriculum Leader  Year 8 Maths and Science INT-Y8CL-Y8MS 
Year 9 Curriculum Leader  Year 9 English and History INT-Y9CL-Y9EH 
Maths Curriculum Leader Year 10 Maths INT-MCL-Y10M  
English Curriculum Leader Year 10 English INT-ECL-Y10E 
Science Curriculum Leader Year 10 Science INT-SCL-Y10S 
History Curriculum Leader Year 10 Social Science (History)  INT-HCL-Y10H 
Teachers:   
Teacher 1   Preparatory Year INT-T1-PY 
Teacher 2 Year 1 Maths, English, Science 
and History 
INT-T2-Y1MESH 
Teacher 3 Year 3 Maths, English, Science 
and History 
INT-T3-Y3MESH 
Teacher 4 Year 4 Maths, English, Science 
and History 
INT-T4-Y4MESH 
Teacher 5 Year 5 Maths, English, Science 
and History 
INT-T5-Y5MESH 
Teacher 6 Year 7 English; Years 8 and 10 
History 
INT-T6-Y7E-Y8&9H 
Teacher 7 Year 8 and 9 English; Years 7 
and 8 History 
INT-T7-Y8&9E&Y7&8H 
Teacher 8 Year 10 History INT-T8-Y10H 
Teacher 9 Year 8 Maths and Science INT-T9-Y8MS 
Teacher 10 Year 10 English INT-T10-Y10E 
Teacher 11 Year 10 Science INT-T11-Y10S 
 
 
137 
 
Interview Procedures  
The interview procedures undertaken in this study played an important role in minimising 
the risk of inconvenience to participants and maximising the accuracy of data collected, as 
well as gaining an in-depth understanding around the sub-research questions.  In 
minimising the risk of inconvenience to participants and developing rapport and 
cooperation, the researcher sought preferences from participants of times and places to 
hold the interviews.  As approved by QUT’s Ethics Committee, participants were emailed 
a copy of the interview question guide (see Appendix C and D) at least several days prior 
to the scheduled interview date.  This was undertaken to assist participants to feel more at 
ease during the interview and enable them to be well placed to provide comprehensive 
responses.  All interviewees except one consented to their interview being audio recorded 
for the purpose of data collection.  The use of audio recordings allowed the researcher to 
stay focused and in control during the interviews and allowed the discussion to be 
transcribed verbatim to capture an accurate account of the discussion (Yin, 2009).  Each 
interviewee was provided with a transcript of the interview they partook in to afford them 
an opportunity to verify their comments and responses prior to final inclusion.  In relation 
to the interview that was not audio-recorded, the researcher took notes during the interview 
and provided the participant with a summary of those notes.   
 
The data collection methods employed in this study allowed different sources of data to be 
collected for developing a rich description of the phenomenon being investigated.  Figure 
4.2. depicts the timeline for the data collection methods and Table 4.3 summarises the data 
collection methods used in this study. 
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May 2013 June 2013 July 2013 August 2013 September 2013 
 
 
                       Collection of Documents  
                       15/05/13 – 05/09/13 
 
      Online Questionnaire 
       27/05/13 – 26/07/13 
                                  Semi-structured Interviews  
               26/07/13 – 05/09/13 
   
Figure 4.2. Data Collection Timeline 
 
 
Table 4.3 
Data Collection Phases  
Period Data collection 
methods 
Data sources  Focus  
15/05/13 – 
05/09/13 
Collection of 
Documents 
Selected documents Identification & analysis of selected 
documents relevant around the sub-
research questions.   
 
27/05/13 – 
26/07/13 
Online 
Questionnaire  
All consenting school curriculum leaders 
and teachers who are involved with the 
implementation of Phase One learning 
areas at the case school.   
Gathering of basic background 
information about participants and 
preliminary data relevant around the 
sub-research questions. 
 
26/07/13 – 
05/09/13 
Semi-structured 
In-depth 
Interviews 
Purposeful sample of: 
 School principal (n = 1)  
 Senior level curriculum leaders (n = 8)  
 Middle level curriculum leaders (n = 8)  
 Teachers (n = 11)  
 
 
RQ1 & 2 
RQ1, &2 
RQ1 & 2 
RQ1 & 2 
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4.6 Data Analysis Techniques 
Management of Data  
Miles and Huberman (1994) state that “[h]ow a qualitative study is managed from Day 1 
strongly influences the kinds of analyses that can be done, and how easily” (p. 43). They 
point out that without a careful data management plan, data can be wrongly coded, 
labelled, linked and stored (Miles & Huberman, 1994).  Merriam (1998) comments that 
“some system of organizing and managing data needs to be devised early” (p. 164). This 
study has established the following guidelines to ease the retrieval of data for analysis.   
 
The researcher used NVivo 10, a qualitative data analysis software, to help with the 
management of data.  All interview recordings were first transcribed into word-processed 
documents, and then imported into NVivo 10.  Documents collected were scanned before 
they were imported into this software, while the completed online questionnaires were 
printed, scanned, and then uploaded into NVivo 10.  Data was organised according to the 
data collection technique that was used to gather them.  A main folder was created for each 
technique, under which several sub-folders were used to sort original copies of data from 
those with coding.  As original transcripts of in-depth interviews were edited to correct 
errors in ensuring accuracy of data collected, another folder was created to store these 
edited copies, from which codes were subsequently applied.  Files were uniquely named 
for ease of reference and retrieval.  As the study progressed, this system was modified 
accordingly.  For example, additional sub-folders were created to house files of patterns 
and themes identified by the researcher.  This file naming system used for the purpose of 
this study is depicted in Table 4.4 below.     
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Table 4.4 
Data Management System with use of NVivo 10 
 
Main folder Sub-folders File naming convention  
A Documents A1 Documents Original 
A2 Documents Original with Coding    
Doc1, Doc2, Doc3, etc. 
Doc1Code, Doc2Code, etc.  
 
B Online Questionnaires B1 Questionnaire Original Responses 
B2 Questionnaire Original Responses with 
Coding  
 
Q1P, Q2S, Q3S, Q4M, etc. 
Q1PCode, Q2SCode, etc. 
C Semi-structured 
Interviews 
C1 Interview Original Transcripts 
C2 Interview Transcripts after editing, corrections 
C3 Interview Transcripts with Coding 
O-Int1P, O-Int2S, O-Int3M, etc. 
Int1P, Int2S, Int3M, etc. 
Int1PCode, Int2SCode, Int3MCode, etc. 
Note: 
 Numbers have been used to identify the document or participant 
 The capital letters “P”, “S”, “M”, and “T” denote the type of role that the participant holds (P=Principal, S=Senior 
Level Curriculum Leader; M=Middle Level Curriculum Leader; T=Teacher) 
 Each participant of interviews was interviewed only once 
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Framework for Data Analysis 
This study adopted the framework proposed by Miles and Huberman (1994) for analysing 
qualitative data.  They define analysis as “consisting of three concurrent flows of activity: 
data reduction; data display; and conclusion drawing/verification” (Miles & Huberman, 1994, 
p. 10).  Figure 4.3 depicts this framework.     
 
 
Components of Data Analysis: Flow Model 
      Data collection period 
   ------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
 
              DATA REDUCTION 
 ______________________________________________________ 
   Anticipatory            During             Post 
 
 
              DATA DISPLAYS 
   ________________________________________ 
              During              Post 
 
 
      CONCLUSION DRAWING/VERIFICATION 
   ________________________________________ 
      During                Post 
 
Figure 4.3. Framework for Data Analysis (from Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 10) 
 
Data Reduction 
Miles and Huberman (1994) clarify data reduction as “the process of selecting, focusing, 
simplifying, abstracting, and transforming the data that appear in written-up field notes or 
transcriptions” (p. 10).  Data reduction involves activities such as “writing summaries, 
coding, teasing out themes, making clusters, making partitions, writing memos” (Miles & 
Huberman, 1994, p. 10), and these activities require analytic choices to be made about what 
chunk of data to summarise, code and so on.  As can be seen in Figure 4.3, anticipatory data 
A N A L Y S I S 
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reduction occurred before data collection commenced as decisions were made about, for 
example, which research questions, which conceptual work, and which cases to use.   Further 
episodes of data reduction occurred during data collection until a final report was produced. 
 
In this study, the researcher used the annotation function in NVivo 10 to record analytic 
memos for each document collected, each questionnaire returned, and each interview 
conducted.  Specifically, the researcher recorded summaries of the data, thoughts, musings, 
speculations and hunches (Merriam, 1998) as they occurred, with dates noted.  This is 
consistent with Miles and Huberman’s (1994) suggestion of creating and using summary 
forms to summarise documents collected and interviews conducted as a method for early data 
analysis.  
 
A predetermined coding system of descriptive codes (see, Table 4.5) was used to assist with 
the coding of data, however, it was open to modification and redefined as the study 
progressed, particularly if some codes were rendered as inapplicable or ill-fitting (Miles & 
Huberman, 1994).   Table 4.5 shows the descriptive codes used that were based on the two 
sub-research questions of this study.  According to Miles and Huberman (1994) and Marshall 
and Rossman (2006), research questions can suggest categories to use in the coding of data.  
Key concepts were identified within each sub-research question and codes were subsequently 
developed for them.   
 
Miles and Huberman (1994) explains that descriptive codes are assigned to segments of data 
that require little interpretation, whilst inferential codes are created to label data that are 
inferring some meaning.  Pattern codes was another class of codes which were created to 
label an “emergent theme, configuration or explanation” (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 69).  
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As the researcher for this study became more familiar with the data collected, particularly 
through descriptive coding, inferential and pattern codes were created as necessary to tag data 
that inferred some meaning and emergent themes respectively.  The researcher used the 
coding function in NVivo 10 to tag data that resembled these different types of codes.           
 
The constant comparative analysis technique was utilised to analyse the data for inferential 
meaning and themes.  Essentially, this technique was used to triangulate the different sets of 
data gathered.  Merriam (1998) clarifies this technique as one that involves the researcher to 
constantly compare, whereby he or she “begins with a particular incident from an interview, 
field notes, or document and compares it with another incident in the same set of data or in 
another set” (p. 159).  This study sought to develop tentative categories from these 
comparisons, which were then compared to each other and to other instances (Merriam, 
1998).   
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Table 4.5 
Coding System – Descriptive Codes 
 
Category Sub-category 1 
Sub-research 
Question 1 
(RQ1) 
Strategies – Principal 
(RQ1-SP) 
 
Strategies – Senior Leaders  
(RQ1-SS) 
 
Strategies – Middle Leaders 
(RQ1-SM) 
 
Sub-research 
Question 2 
(RQ2) 
 
 
 
 
Challenges – Principal 
(RQ2-CP) 
 
Challenges – Senior Leaders  
(RQ2-CS) 
 
Challenges – Middle Leaders  
(RQ2-CM) 
 
Response to Challenges – Principal 
(RQ2-RP) 
 
Response to Challenges – Senior Leaders 
(RQ2-RS) 
 
Response to Challenges – Middle Leaders  
(RQ2-RM) 
 
Enablers – Principal 
(RQ2-EP) 
 
Enablers – Senior Leaders  
(RQ2-ES) 
 
Enablers – Middle Leaders  
(RQ2-EM) 
 
 
Data Display 
Data display is defined as “organised, compressed assembly of information that permits 
conclusion drawing and action” (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 11).  Miles and Huberman 
(1994) suggest that matrices, graphs, charts and networks can be used in this regard and 
decisions about which format to display the data and what data to use require analytic 
choices.  For this study, matrices were used to summarise rich description of data gathered.   
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Conclusion Drawing and Verification 
Conclusion drawing is said to occur from the start of data collection as the researcher is 
deciding on the meaning of things by, for example, “noting regularities, patterns, 
explanations, possible configurations, casual flows, and propositions” (Miles & Huberman, 
1994, p. 11) and final conclusions may not be arrived at until data collection has ceased.  
Miles and Huberman (1994) state that conclusions need to be verified, in which the meanings 
emerging from the data are “tested for their plausibility, their sturdiness, their 
‘confirmability’ – that is their validity” (p. 11).   In the current study, the researcher also used 
analytic memos mentioned earlier to record regularities, patterns, explanations, possible 
configurations, causal flows and propositions as they occurred to her.  These memos and 
displays of data were used, as part of the constant comparative analysis technique outlined 
earlier, in identifying patterns and themes during data collection and analysis of data, and in 
drawing final conclusions.  Verification of conclusions drawn is discussed in the proceeding 
section.   
 
4.7 Verification  
As stated earlier, verification is about testing the validity of meanings which have emerged 
from data.  In qualitative research, the four criteria to assess validity are credibility, 
transferability, dependability and confirmability (Ary, Jacobs, & Sorensen, 2010).  Strategies 
that were used to address each criterion in this study are outlined below.  Such strategies 
effectively verified or validated conclusions drawn.   
 
Credibility 
Credibility is concerned with the accuracy or truthfulness of findings, in other words, their 
true value (Ary et al., 2010; Miles & Huberman, 1994).  This study utilised data triangulation, 
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methods triangulation, supervisors-student debriefing, and member checks as strategies to 
arrive at findings that are accurate and truthful. 
 
In data triangulation, the data collected from different sources, namely documents, members 
of the senior curriculum leadership team, and teachers were used by the researcher to assess 
whether there is support for observations and conclusions in more than one data source.  As 
Ary et al. (2010) argue, “[c]onvergence of a major theme or pattern in the data from these 
various sources lends credibility to findings” (p. 499).  Methods triangulation was also used, 
in which more than one method was used to collect data, and it is argued that this resulted in 
better evidence (Ary et al., 2010).  The researcher  also engaged in periodic debriefing with 
her research supervisors on whether they determined her interpretations or explanations of the 
raw data presented were reasonable (Ary et al., 2010).  This assisted with the process of 
reviewing and refining interpretations and explanations to accurately represent findings, 
hence their credibility.  With members checks, the researcher provided participants with the 
opportunity to review transcripts of interview they participated in for accuracy and meaning  
(Ary et al., 2010, p. 500).   The researcher also shared her interpretations of participants’ 
responses during interviews, so that any inaccuracies and misunderstanding were identified 
and clarified, as well as obtain additional data that may have improved credibility of findings.     
 
The credibility of findings can be compromised by researcher bias.  In addition to the 
abovementioned strategies, this study sought to control for this bias by, what Ary et al. (2010) 
refer to as, reflexivity and negative case sampling.  Reflexivity involved the researcher 
actively seeking and recognising her own biases by engaging in self-reflection.  The analytic 
memos were used to document the researcher’s reflections prior, during the process of data 
collection and analysis, and reporting to assist with the process of self-reflection in 
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recognising her own biases.  Specifically, prior to data collection and analysis, the researcher 
documented in analytic memos what she expected to identify in the data around the two sub-
research questions.  These analytic memos were then used to guide the researcher in negative 
case sampling in which she intentionally sought opposing instances of what she expected to 
observe in data collection and analysis (as recorded in the analytic memos), and this was fully 
documented, as were discrepancies or contradictory data identified during this process.  This 
process contributed to minimising researcher bias.  
 
Transferability 
According to Ary et al. (2010), transferability is the “degree to which the findings of a 
qualitative study can be applied or generalised to other contexts or to other groups” (p. 501).  
They point out that generalisability is not typically a goal of qualitative studies, however, 
transferability is.  In this study, the researcher sought to meet this criterion by providing 
“sufficiently rich, detailed, thick descriptions of the context so that potential users can make 
the necessary comparisons and judgments about similarity, hence transferability” (Ary et al., 
2010, p. 501).   
 
Ary et al. (2010) highlight that given that the researcher is the main data collection instrument 
in qualitative studies, the issue of reactivity may limit transferability.  Whilst it may be 
impossible to eliminate the influence of the researcher, it is argued that detailed description of 
methods (Ary et al., 2010) used in this study may help readers understand any potential 
influence of the researcher, in determining the transferability of findings.   
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Dependability 
According to Merriam (1998), dependability in qualitative research refers to whether the 
results are consistent with the data collected.  Ary et al. (2010) argue that “one of the best 
ways to establish dependability is to use an audit trial” (p. 502).  In this study, the detailing of 
how the study was conducted, which included what was to be done, when and why, will 
allow others to determine how decisions were arrived at and make an assessment about the 
dependability of the research within the limits of its natural setting (Ary et al., 2010).  
Furthermore, data and methods triangulation mentioned earlier helped to strengthen the 
dependability of the current study’s findings (Ary et al., 2010; Merriam, 1998).   
 
Confirmability 
Confirmability in qualitative research can be clarified as “the extent to which the research is 
free of bias in the procedures and the interpretation of results” (Ary et al., 2010, p. 504), and 
therefore whether data collected and conclusions drawn would be confirmed by others 
investigating the same situation.  Miles and Huberman (1994) state that at the minimum 
confirmability necessitates explicit disclosure of researcher biases.  The strategy of reflexivity 
as discussed above proved useful here.  Other strategies that enhanced confirmability 
included the audit trail, data and methods triangulation, and supervisors-student debriefing as 
discussed earlier (Ary et al., 2010).     
 
4.8 Ethical Considerations 
This study was subjected to the Queensland University of Technology’s human research 
ethics review process and changes were made as recommended through this process to ensure 
that the study was ethically sound.  This process contributed to ensuring the rights and 
interests of participants were protected (Babbie, 2008).  The ethical considerations of 
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particular importance for this study were: voluntary participation; confidentiality; no harm to 
the participants; and the role of the researcher.  How this study addressed these matters is 
explained below.   
 
Voluntary Participation 
A meeting was sought with the school principal of the targeted case school to ascertain 
interest and possible participation.  In doing so, the researcher provided details about the 
study, including the significance of the study for the case school, how data would be 
collected and the predicted timeline for this, confidentiality of the data, and measures to 
ensure no harm to participants, as well as to communicate that participation was voluntary.  
This information assisted the school principal in making an informed decision as to whether 
to allow the school to participate in the study.  Information sheets and a consent form were 
provided to the school principal to seek formal approval to conduct the study in his school.  
These documents also assured the school principal that participation was voluntary and he 
and the school staff could choose to withdraw at any time.   
 
The informed consent of all members of the purposeful sample was sought by providing them 
with a formal letter of invitation, accompanied with an information sheet of the study, and a 
consent form.  These allowed them to make an informed decision as to whether to voluntarily 
participate or not.  The consent form also clearly outlined that their participation was 
voluntary and they could withdraw at any time.     
 
Confidentiality 
The use of pseudonyms ensured that participants’ involvement was be strictly confidential, as 
well the name of the case school.  Participants were informed of this measure both on the 
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consent form and verbally, particularly during the data collection stage.  Any identifying 
information was destroyed as soon as it was no longer needed.   
 
No Harm to Participants 
The measures undertaken to ensure confidentiality contribute to protecting participants’ self-
image from harm.  Any potential risks to participants were clearly documented on the consent 
form to assist them in making an informed decision on whether to participate.  If they chose 
to participate, then they were required to sign a statement indicating they were aware of the 
risks.  However, participants were assured that there were no foreseeable risks due to their 
participation.  
 
Role of Researcher 
The role of the researcher was another ethical consideration for the study.  In addition to the 
details of the study that were provided to the participants as outlined earlier, the role of the 
researcher was also made clear to them.  This open and transparent disclosure of information 
contributed to minimising the risk of participants feeling that they were being deceived.  The 
risk with this approach as already mentioned, is the problem of reactivity, where Babbie 
(2008) states that subjects may modify their behaviour if they are aware that they are being 
studied.  However, it is argued that the approach of openness and transparency helped to 
foster a reciprocal relationship whereby participants were comfortable enough to offer open 
responses and in doing so minimised the risk of reactivity.   
 
In addition to the aforementioned ethical considerations, this study upheld ethical obligations 
to both fellow researchers and participants by fully and accurately reporting results (Babbie, 
2008).   
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4.9 Limitations  
While the limitations of the research methodology were identified and discussed in the 
preceding sections, they are summarised here.  The two key limitations were researcher bias 
and an inability to generalise the findings which are based on one case study.  
 
When the researcher is the key data collection instrument, there are potential issues of 
reactivity and researcher bias.  This study sought to address these issues with strategies of 
reflexivity, negative case sampling, data and methods triangulation, supervisors-student 
debriefing, and member checks.   
 
The employment of one single case study does not allow for findings to be generalised to the 
wider population, however, this was not a goal of this research.  Instead, transferability of 
findings was considered more important.  The main strategies outlined to enhance 
transferability were rich thick descriptions of context and explicitness of the limitations of 
this study. 
 
4.10 Chapter Four Conclusion 
Chapter Four has presented a comprehensive description of the research methodology that 
was employed for this study.  The appropriateness of adopting a qualitative research approach 
and case study strategy to address the purpose of this study and research questions was 
discussed, as was the selection of the case school and data sources.  A discussion of the data 
collection and analysis techniques used to address the research questions was provided.  In 
addition, matters pertaining to verification of conclusions were discussed.  Ethical 
considerations of the study were also identified and addressed.  Finally, the limitations of the 
research methodology were summarised.  
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CHAPTER FIVE: FINDINGS 
5.1 Chapter Five Introduction 
The findings of this case study are presented in Chapters Five and Six.  Findings in Chapter 
Five are framed around sub-research question 1, “What strategies are used by the school 
curriculum leadership team to lead the implementation of a national curriculum?”  In Chapter 
Six, the findings are framed around sub-research question 2, “What challenges and enablers, 
including those in relation to professional development, are encountered by the school 
curriculum leadership team when implementing a national curriculum?”  In developing a rich 
description of the leadership strategies employed and the challenges and enablers 
encountered by the school curriculum leadership team (i.e., school principal, and senior and 
middle level curriculum leaders) in leading the implementation of the national curriculum, 
this chapter commences with a description of the macro-political context (Section 5.2) and 
organisational context of the case school (Section 5.3) in which this implementation took 
place.  The chapter then outlines the whole-school approach that the case school took in 
implementing the Australian Curriculum (Section 5.4).  Lastly, the chapter presents the 
findings around the strategies employed by members of the school curriculum leadership 
team according to the different levels of leadership, namely school principal, and senior and 
middle levels of curriculum leadership (Section 5.5).   
 
5.2 Macro-political context 
As detailed in earlier chapters of this thesis, the macro-political context in which the case 
school implemented the new curriculum comprised three levels, namely the federal, state and 
independent school sector.  At the federal level, the national curriculum was endorsed by all 
the states and territories, which translated into pressure for all Australian schools across the 
different school sectors to implement this curriculum.  More specifically, all schools were 
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expected to commence implementation of Phase One learning areas of the Australian 
Curriculum at the start of 2012.  Not surprisingly, there was a general acceptance amongst all 
the participants interviewed that they had to implement this curriculum as it was externally 
imposed.  For instance, the school principal said: “ACARA [Australian Curriculum] basically 
is coming down to us from above.  So, it’s not a matter of saying to staff, ‘do you think we 
should adopt this’ as opposed to ‘we have to adopt this’ ...” (INT-SP-PY-Y10).  It is argued 
in this study that this external pressure may have impacted upon the strategies employed by 
members of the school curriculum leadership team as they lead the implementation of the 
new curriculum.   
 
5.3 Organisational Context of Case School 
This section provides a background discussion of the school’s history that provides some 
insights into the school culture.  The school’s organisational structure and learning 
management model (i.e., the interrelationship of the different roles that oversee matters in 
relation to student assessment, curriculum and pedagogy) are also described in this section.  
Section 5.3 also highlights the complexities of the school’s organisational context in which 
the implementation of the new curriculum took place.  
 
School history and some aspects of the school culture 
The school is located on the outer region of Brisbane, Queensland, Australia and its history 
can be traced back to 1960, the year it was established as an all boys’ Christian school 
(Doc33).  In the early 1990s, the school became a co-educational school (Doc32; Doc33) and 
is conducted under the auspices of the diocese of Brisbane of the Christian denomination to 
which it belongs (Doc31; Doc32; Doc33).  Thus, the school is Diocesan-owned and is 
governed by the Synod (Doc39) which is the supreme governing body of the Church 
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(Doc30).  As mentioned earlier, this school’s affiliated Christian denomination is not 
identified in this study to protect its identity.   
 
Typical of independent schools, a school council exists to provide governance and strategic 
direction to the school (Doc39).  This council comprises members of the community and 
Church with which the school is affiliated.  Part of the council’s responsibility is to appoint 
the school principal and this position is accountable to the council.  The terms “school 
principal” and “principal” are used in this study to refer to the person who holds executive 
authority for the school.  Since the school’s establishment, five individuals have held the role 
of school principal.  The fifth school principal is the current principal at the time of the 
research.   
 
The period (from 2001 to 2007) over which the third school principal presided was viewed as 
a difficult period in the school’s history according to the accounts of three senior level 
curriculum leaders (INT-SS2CC-Y7-9; INT-SS3CC-Y10-12; INT-PLHEL-PY-Y10H).  For 
instance, one of these leaders described this school principal as a “poor leader” and added, “a 
leader who said, ‘no, this is what you’re going to do’ and you didn’t move for fear of 
reprisal” (INT-SS3CC-Y10-12).  Similarly, another senior level curriculum leader said that 
“there was… historically difficulties with leadership in the school… and retrenching of staff 
was actually something people had to face… if you put your head too high above the parapet, 
you might get blown off” (INT-PLHEL-PY-Y10H).  These three senior leaders also indicated 
that this period resulted in a lack of trust and collaboration amongst staff, whereby the current 
school principal “found [it] hard when he first came [to the school] to ... get the trust [from 
staff]” (INT-SS2CC-Y7-9) and “struggled” with what he saw as a lack of collaboration that 
existed in the school (INT-SS3CC-Y10-12).   
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Consistent with the above sentiments, the current principal reported that some aspects of the 
previous school’s culture were a “high lack of trust”, “no great level of collegiality or 
collaboration” and “no level of accountability” (INT-SP-PY-Y10) and that these features 
continued to characterise the school culture.  However, he did not refer to the leadership of 
the third school principal as contributing to the low trust legacy of the current school culture; 
rather, he explained that “in the early 2000s” (INT-SP-PY-Y10), the school had gone through 
“a very rough time where a number of abuse cases came to light” (INT-SP-PY-Y10), and did 
not want to elaborate on these matters.   
 
In terms of the current school culture, the school principal pointed to a lack of trust by staff in 
regards to resistance to the introduction of a staff appraisal scheme that aimed at improving 
staff performance and supporting them to become exceptional teachers.  The principal 
indicated that staff “viewed … [appraisals] with suspicions, because they did not trust 
management” as they were “wondering why they’re being appraised” and whether it was 
“more about them losing their job” (INT-SP-PY-Y10).  However, the school principal 
reported that the existing culture had little bearing on the implementation of the Australian 
Curriculum at the case school, because this curriculum was externally imposed, so staff had 
little choice but to implement it (INT-SP-PY-Y10).  
 
The appraisal system was one of several major whole-school changes that the school 
principal initiated around 2011, the same time when the school commenced the 
implementation of the Australian Curriculum.  These major changes were: introduction of a 
new learning management model that identified new and different roles held by staff 
pertaining to student assessment, curriculum and pedagogy; introduction of one-to-one laptop 
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program from Years 7 to 12; integration of information and communications technology 
(ICT) into teaching and learning; and differentiation of the curriculum (i.e., teaching and 
learning strategies to cater for different learners in the classroom).  The last two teaching and 
learning initiatives were embedded into the implementation of the Australian Curriculum.  
The principal reported that it “made sense” (INT-SP-PY-Y10) for staff to re-write units of 
work for the Australian Curriculum in a differentiated manner, as well as embed ICT in 
teaching and learning experiences (INT-SP-PY-Y10).  With specific reference to 
differentiation of the curriculum, the principal reported that “there was no understanding or 
focus on differentiation of the curriculum ... [and that for him, it was] a major pedagogical 
area that needed to be focused on” (INT-SP-PY-Y10).  He also referred to the national 
professional standards for teachers published by the Australian Institute for Teaching and 
School Leadership (ATISL) as requiring teachers to embed differentiation of the curriculum 
in units of work.   
 
The principal acknowledged that staff experienced significant stress because of the 
expectation to adopt multiple changes and that he “had a lot of pressure from [members of] 
senior leadership to slow down and stop and change direction” (INT-SP-PY-Y10).  However, 
he was of the view that change entails an “emotive journey ... and staff will get stressed” and 
that “it’s just a natural process that they are going through” (INT-SP-PY-Y10).  Hence, his 
response to his staff was to “push through” and “persevere” with the changes (INT-SP-PY-
Y10).   
 
In light of the school principal’s concerns regarding a lack of trust and collegiality, it came as 
no surprise that he reported efforts were made during 2013 to develop a professional learning 
community in the school through periodic school-based professional development sessions to 
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build a collaborative work culture.  Several sessions would be organised for the day 
designated for such professional development, which brought together staff from across the 
sub-schools in each session.  These sessions encouraged staff to engage in knowledge sharing 
and discussion around a teaching and learning focus.  Because these school-based 
professional development sessions commenced at the time of the research, their effects on the 
implementation of the Australian Curriculum in the case school, which commenced in 2011 
were difficult to ascertain.  
 
The findings presented in this section point to a pressured climate characterised by whole 
school changes, which impacted upon teachers and school leaders in the case school.  In 
addition, these findings provide insights into the busyness of schools and illustrate that the 
implementation of the Australian Curriculum was one, albeit a major one, of many changes 
that occurred in the case school.     
 
Organisational structure & Learning management model 
At the time of data collection, the school comprised four sub-schools with a total student 
population of approximately 1500 and a teaching staff of approximately 150.  Table 5.1 
summarises these sub-schools and the year levels or focus area for which each had oversight 
(Doc31; Doc34; Doc35; Doc36; Doc37).  The following section explains the organisational 
structure of the school and provides more information on the different sub-schools.    
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Table 5.1 
Sub-schools 
 
Sub-school Year levels/Focus 
1 Pre-preparatory Year to Year 6 
2 Years 7 to 9 
3 Years 10 to 12 
4 High school and English preparation program 
for international students. 
 
Figure 5.1 depicts the organisational structure and those personnel who participated in a 
semi-structured interview have been highlighted in a colour.  Each colour denotes a different 
level of curriculum leadership role that the participant held at the time of the research (yellow 
= principal; green = senior level curriculum leader; grey = middle level curriculum leader; 
aqua = teacher).  Figure 5.2 depicts the school’s learning management model that identifies 
the different roles from the organisational structure that have responsibility for student 
assessment, curriculum and pedagogy and how they relate to each other (Doc81).  Those 
school personnel in the learning management model who were involved in the research are 
identified as per colour coding described earlier.  As can be seen in Figure 5.2, six senior and 
eight middle level curriculum leaders identified in this learning management model 
participated in this study.    
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                                                                                                                                                           School Principal 
 
Whole school focus (Pre-prep – Year 12)  Sub-school focus 
 
Executive Senior Leader for 
Business and Finance 
Executive Senior Leader for 
Pastoral Care, Faith and 
Community  
(New) Executive leader for 
teaching and learning   
 
 Head of sub-school 1 
(Pre-preparatory Year – 
Year 6) 
No Head of sub-school 2 
(Years 7 – 9)    
Head of sub-school 3 
(Years 10 – 12)  
Head of sub-school 4   
(High school and 
English preparation 
program for 
international students) 
 
Managers for: 
- Finance  
- Information Technology 
- Marketing 
- Enrolments 
- Property and Facilities  
- Chaplains 
- Counsellors 
- Service Learning Leader 
- Pastoral Leaders 
- Head of Sports  
- Assistant Head of Sports 
- Extra-curricular Coordinator  
Teaching and Learning 
Manager 
 
 Sub-school 1 
Curriculum Coordinator 
Sub-school 2 
Curriculum Coordinator 
 
Sub-school Pastoral 
Leader 
 
Sub-school 3 
Curriculum Coordinator 
Sub-school 4 
Curriculum Coordinator 
 
 
 
 - Librarian  
- Support Staff 
- 6 Pedagogical Leaders, one 
each for: 
- Future Thinking Learning 
(Maths) 
- Human Endeavour 
Learning (History)   
- Communication Learning 
(English)  
- Discovery Learning 
(Science)  
- Creativity Learning  
- Innovation Learning 
 - P-2 Curriculum Leader 
- Years 3-6 Curriculum 
Leader  
 
- Year 7 Curriculum 
Leader 
- Year 8 Curriculum 
Leader 
- Year 9 Curriculum 
Leader  
14 Curriculum Leaders, 
one each for:  
- English 
- Maths 
- History 
- Science 
- Music 
- Drama 
- Visual Art 
- Design Technology 
- Physical Education 
- Business 
- Languages 
- Home Economics 
- Religious Education 
- E-Learning 
 
Figure 5.1. Organisational Structure of Case School 
 
Teachers (11 teachers of different year levels and Phase One learning areas who each participated in an interview are listed in Table 4. 2) 
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(New) Executive leader for teaching and learning 
      STUDENT ASSESSMENT                    CURRICULUM                   PEDAGOGY 
 
       Preparatory – Year 2 Curriculum Leader       
       Years 3 – 6 Curriculum Leader    
             
 
       Year 7 Curriculum Leader     
       Year 8 Curriculum Leader     
     Year 9 Curriculum Leader     
 
       English Curriculum Leader 
Maths Curriculum Leader 
History Curriculum Leader 
Science Curriculum Leader 
Music Curriculum Leader 
Drama Curriculum Leader 
Visual Art Curriculum Leader 
Design Technology Curriculum Leader 
Physical Education Curriculum Leader 
Business Curriculum Leader 
Languages Curriculum Leader 
Home Economics Curriculum Leader 
Religious Education Curriculum Leader 
E-Learning Curriculum Leader 
                    
Figure 5.2. Learning Management Model 
 
 
Pre-preparatory – Year 12  
Pedagogical Leader (PL): 
 
PL for Future thinking learning 
PL for Human endeavour 
learning 
PL for Communication learning 
PL for Discovery learning 
PL for Creativity learning 
PL for Innovation learning 
Sub-school 1 Curriculum Coordinator 
(Pre-preparatory – Year 6)  
Sub-school 2 Curriculum Coordinator 
(Years 7 – 9)  
 
Sub-school 3 Curriculum Coordinator 
(Years 10 – 12)  
 
P
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Principal and senior level positions 
The school’s organisational structure comprises several levels of positions.  Directly 
responsible to the school principal is the first level of leadership comprising six senior level 
positions (Doc38; Doc80).  Three of these positions were classified as executive positions 
with whole school oversight in their area of responsibility.  One position overlooked the 
business and financial aspects of the school.  Another position was focused on pastoral care, 
faith and community, whilst the third position was focused on teaching and learning (referred 
to as executive leader for teaching and learning in this study).  The other three senior level 
positions were equivalent to heads of sub-school that are typically seen in some independent 
schools (referred to as heads of sub-school in this study).  These positions existed for sub-
schools 1, 3 and 4 at the time of the research.  Sub-school 2 did not have a head of sub-
school, as the school principal decided against appointing someone in this role after the staff 
member who formerly held this position took up another role at another school in 2013.  The 
structure of the sub-schools is discussed in greater detail later.   
 
The school principal, current executive leader for teaching and learning and the heads of sub-
schools 1 and 3 each participated in a semi-structured interview.  As stated in Chapter Four, 
the person in the executive leader for teaching and learning who participated in an interview 
commenced in this role at the start of 2013 and is referred to as the “new executive leader for 
teaching and learning”, while the individual who was formerly in this role is referred to as the 
“former executive leader for teaching and learning” in this study.  These senior level 
positions are identified as senior level curriculum leaders for the purpose of this study.  As 
outlined in Chapter Four, positions with whole school or sub-school curriculum oversight are 
classified as senior level curriculum leaders.   
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Managerial level positions 
A second level of positions existed under each of the six senior level positions mentioned 
above.  In the area of business and finance, a managerial position existed for each of the 
following areas: finance; information technology; marketing; enrolments and; property and 
facilities.  Whilst in the area of pastoral care, faith and community, positions existed for 
chaplains, counsellors, service learning, pastoral care, sports and extra-curricular activities.  
A managerial position existed in the area teaching and learning, which was introduced at the 
start of 2013 (referred to as teaching and learning manager in this study).  According to the 
position description (Doc66) of the teaching and learning manager, the role had an 
operational focus in the areas of timetabling, resources, support staff and the administration 
of professional learning of teachers.   
 
Pedagogical and learning support positions 
A third level of positions existed under the teaching and learning manager.  At this level, one 
position was equivalent to a school librarian and other positions were equivalent to support 
staff for students with learning difficulties.  As part of the school’s new learning management 
model introduced in 2011, there were also six positions with key responsibility for 
pedagogical matters from Pre-preparatory Year to Year 12 (P-12).  In this study, these 
positions are referred to as pedagogical leaders.  Teaching staff were appointed to these 
positions, who continued to have a teaching load whilst they assumed these positions of 
added responsibility.  These positions are also identified as senior level curriculum leaders for 
the purpose of this study.   
 
Each pedagogical leader position had a different pedagogical focus whereby a different 
grouping of subjects was assigned under them.  The six pedagogical foci or areas were 
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referred to as future thinking learning, human endeavour learning, communication learning, 
creativity learning, discovery learning, and innovation learning.  In relation to Phase One 
learning areas, maths was assigned under future thinking learning; history came under human 
endeavour learning; English fell under communication learning; and science belonged to 
discovery learning (Doc78).  The pedagogical leaders for future thinking learning (maths) 
and human endeavour learning (history) each participated in an interview.  For ease of 
reference, the Phase One learning area that a pedagogical leader had responsibility for is 
indicated within brackets after their position title in this study.   
 
According to the school’s teaching and learning strategic plan (Doc78), the responsibility of 
pedagogical leaders of a Phase One learning area spanned from P-12, however, this study was 
particularly interested in their involvement from Preparatory Year to Year 10 (P-10) as Phase 
One learning areas were only concerned with these year levels.  These pedagogical leaders’ 
main role was to investigate current pedagogical practices and then to “formulate” or 
“implement” (Doc78) a P-12 pedagogical approach for the Phase One learning area for which 
each had responsibility.  Whilst the school’s teaching and learning strategic plan outlined the 
responsibility of these pedagogical leaders in relation to Phase One learning areas, there was 
a lack of clarity around the specific focus of the six different pedagogical areas and what set 
them apart from each other.   
 
The position description of the pedagogical leader for discovery learning (science) outlined 
the purpose of this role, but provided little clarification regarding what discovery learning 
constituted: 
to instil a culture of learning ...; to offer collaborative support to all [curriculum 
leaders] in development of curriculum and learning programs ...; to implement school-
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wide agendas ...; to coach teaching staff to deliver discovery learning ...; to model 
behaviour consistent with the school’s philosophy of a holistic education ...; and to 
lead educational change within the School’s pedagogical framework ... (Doc67).   
 In another part of the position description, it states that the pedagogical leader for discovery 
learning is “ultimately responsible to the [executive leader for teaching and learning] for the 
articulation of Discovery Learning pedagogy from Pre-prep to Year 12” (Doc67) and will 
work with curriculum leaders and teaching staff  
to ensure that the School’s Statement of Teaching and Learning and vision is 
articulated throughout the School so that we provide our students with the best 
standard of teaching and learning commensurate with the needs of a 21st Century 
global citizen (Doc67).   
Missing from the position description was a discussion of what discovery learning pedagogy 
would entail to achieve its goals.  This lack of clarity was also evident in the position 
descriptions of the five other pedagogical areas (future thinking learning, human endeavour 
learning and so forth).   
 
Information written by the pedagogical leaders of their pedagogical area on the school’s 
website also added to the lack of clarity around the different pedagogical areas.  Excerpts 
taken from this information that best constituted an explanation of each pedagogical area are 
included in the following table. 
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Table 5.2 
Explanation of Pedagogical Areas 
Pedagogical focus area Explanation 
Future thinking learning “... the curriculum needs to be carefully paced with the opportunity to be 
actively involved in engaging investigations ... students are given this 
opportunity and teachers are given the support they need.” (Doc59) 
Human endeavour learning  “The essence of Human Endeavour is life-long learning through enquiry, 
discussion and immersion in intellectually rigorous yet meaningful 
experiences.” (Doc60) 
Communication learning “... to promote productive, interactive learning with a particular focus on 
reading, comprehension and the expression of knowledge and 
understanding in both oral and written forms.” (Doc61) 
Discovery learning “Learning and teaching school science is about activating the nature of 
science to construct knowledge through hands-on (doing; ways of 
working), minds-on (ways of thinking), and mouths and ears-on (ways of 
communicating) ... Inquiry based learning can be seen as one of three 
science education pillars in the Australian curriculum. i.e., knowledge 
and understanding, inquiry, and science as a human endeavour ...” 
(Doc63) 
Creativity learning “... students will be encouraged to adopt learning strategies, thinking 
skills and habits of mind that enhance the transference of knowledge and 
understanding across all aspects of their learning and acquisition of 
knowledge ...” (Doc 58) 
Innovation learning “The learning area of Innovation will work to encourage students ... to 
explore innovative ideas, processes and approaches to support and 
enhance learning and thinking ... Teachers will be empowered to 
facilitate this innovation through themselves, exploring innovative 
concepts and methods to maintain and enrich the students learning and 
thinking within their everyday learning space.” (Doc62) 
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From the above excerpts in Table 5.2, it can be seen that pedagogical leaders have framed 
their pedagogical area in terms of ways of learning for students rather than pedagogical 
approaches that teachers might employ to deliver learning.  For instance, communications 
learning is concerned with “productive, interactive learning” (Doc61), whilst discovery 
learning has endorsed “inquiry based learning” (Doc63).  It can also be observed that future 
thinking learning and human endeavour learning have both endorsed some form of inquiry-
based learning as they are concerned with learning through “engaging in investigations” 
(Doc59) and “learning through enquiry, discussion and immersion in intellectually rigorous 
yet meaningful experiences” (Doc60) respectively.  Thus, distinctions between these 
pedagogical areas were not apparent.   
 
Moreover, references that were made to 21st Century skills, teaching or learning in the 
position description of the pedagogical leader for discovery learning did not form part of the 
information provided on the school’s website.  As mentioned earlier, this position description 
also referred to discovery learning as pedagogy, however, the pedagogical leaders for 
discovery and innovation referred to their pedagogical area as a “learning area” on the 
school’s website (Doc62; Doc63). The pedagogical leader for future thinking learning 
(maths) in an interview also referred to the different pedagogical areas as learning areas and 
elaborated that future thinking was concerned with learning whereby students are engaged in 
solving problems, making recommendations, and evaluating sources of data (INT-PLFTL-
PY-Y10M).  Thus, there appears to be some disparities across the different pedagogical areas 
as evidenced in the information written by the pedagogical leaders on the school’s website, as 
well as some differences between this information and what the role description has outlined 
their role as encompassing.  Furthermore, these findings indicate that there was a lack of 
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precision around the specific focus of the different pedagogical leadership positions and the 
purpose of the pedagogical leaders’ role.   
 
Consistent with the above, the pedagogical leader for human endeavour learning (history) 
indicated that there was a lack of clarity surrounding the pedagogical leadership role amongst 
the teaching staff.  She explained that under the new learning management model introduced 
in 2011, the “heads of department role [with oversight from Years 7 to 12] had been 
dissolved [and] in theory [teaching staff] were left without a head of department” (INT-
PLHEL-PY-Y10H).  As a consequence, staff viewed her as their head of department for 
subjects that came under her role, namely history, geography, religion and home economics.  
She went on to say, “that was never supposed to be the focus of the role, but teachers with a 
lack of clarity [of the pedagogical leadership role] assumed it to be” (INT-PLHEL-PY-
Y10H).  She acknowledged that expectations of the role were not made clear to staff despite 
the presence of a role description of the pedagogical leadership position.  There was also a 
lack of understanding regarding how the role might look in practice (INT-PLHEL-PY-
Y10H).     
 
During 2013, the pedagogical leadership role underwent a change whereby there was a shift 
from having a different grouping of subjects under the different pedagogical areas to having 
these areas being applicable to all subject disciplines (INT-PLFTL-PY-Y10M; INT-PLHEL-
PY-Y10H).  The pedagogical leader for future thinking learning (maths) offered the 
following explanation for this shift.  
 ... the nature of the role has changed ... to start with we [i.e., pedagogical leaders] 
were a lot more subject specific.  So ... the [pedagogical leaders] had subjects 
underneath them, so under my role, I had maths and I had the business subjects 
 
 
168 
 
underneath me ... but this year [2013] we’ve sort of tried to move away from that and 
say these are twenty-first century skills that are relevant across disciplines not just in 
certain subject specific disciplines ... (INT-PLFTL-PY-Y10M)  
The pedagogical leader for human endeavour learning (history) viewed this change as having 
“cleared up” the role by becoming “more a general pedagogy type” (INT-PLHEL-PY-Y10H) 
rather than one perceived as having specialist knowledge and skills in particular subject 
disciplines akin to a head of department position.  Thus, this shift was seen by the 
pedagogical leader for human endeavour learning (history) as providing more clarity around 
the purpose of the pedagogical leadership role.   
 
Conversations that arose from an independent review of the school’s learning management 
structure were also the impetus behind the change in the pedagogical leadership role as 
described above.  This review was instigated by the school principal to ascertain staff 
members’ perceptions of its effectiveness.  The independent review was conducted by a 
retired school principal with experience in independent schooling.  At the time of the 
research, the pedagogical leader for future thinking learning (maths) indicated that “senior 
leaders” (INT-PLFTL-PY-Y10M) of the school were currently looking at recommendations 
made by the reviewer.  The pedagogical leader for human endeavour learning (history) 
explained that there [was] enough understanding from the conversations with ... [the reviewer 
around] ...what he was intending to recommend” (INT-PLHEL-PY-Y10H).  Thus, from 
“having had those conversations” (INT-PLHEL-PY-Y10H) the pedagogical leaders re-
thought the “focus elements” (INT-PLHEL-PY-Y10H) and re-wrote an overview of 
information pertaining to their pedagogical area that “would go on a blog or in any 
publication” (INT-PLHEL-PY-Y10H) to clarify their role and pedagogical area.  Thus, these 
conversations also provided impetus for the change in the pedagogical leadership role during 
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2013 and prompted a number of actions from the pedagogical leaders to clarify the purpose 
of this role. 
 
The ambiguities that existed around the pedagogical leadership role may have had 
implications for the implementation of Phase One learning areas.  Because the different 
pedagogical areas have been referred to as different things, namely pedagogy in the position 
description and learning areas within information provided by the pedagogical leaders on the 
school’s website, teaching staff may not have understood the specific focus of the role and 
the purpose of the role itself.  This may in turn have led to a lack of understanding around 
how they worked with pedagogical leaders in implementing Phase One learning areas.  It is 
also important to note that the pedagogical leadership positions introduced into the school are 
atypical of independent schools.  Decisions pertaining to pedagogy tend to rest with 
department heads and teachers in most independent schools.  Thus, of interest to this study 
was whether the inclusion of these pedagogical positions had an impact on the 
implementation of the national curriculum.  This issue is considered in the findings around 
the two sub-research questions of this study. 
 
Sub-school structure  
As stated earlier, sub-schools 1, 3 and 4 were headed by a position equivalent to heads of 
sub-school that are typical of most independent schools and are referred to as head of sub-
school 1, 2, 3 or 4 in the school’s organisational structure.  The position descriptions of the 
heads of sub-schools 1 and 3 made it clear that these roles entailed responsibility for the 
“effective administration” (Doc68; Doc70) of the relevant sub-school.  As reflected in these 
position descriptions, the primary role of heads of sub-school encompassed the following 
responsibilities: “under the leadership of the [executive leader for teaching and learning], 
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provide effective management in all matters of curriculum, assessment and reporting ...]” 
(Doc68; Doc70); “under the leadership of the [executive senior leader for pastoral care, faith 
and community], provide effective management with respect to the spiritual, emotional and 
social development of the students ...” (Doc68; Doc70); “take responsibility for the 
supervision and management of staff in the [relevant sub-school]” (Doc68; Doc70); and 
“model behaviour that is commensurate with, and supportive of, the School's expectations 
and philosophy of a holistic education ...” (Doc68; Doc70).  These responsibilities are typical 
of heads of sub-school seen in other independent schools.  
 
The next level under each head of sub-school was a position that overlooked curriculum 
matters for the relevant sub-school.  This position is referred to as sub-school 1, 2, 3 or 4 
curriculum coordinator in the school’s organisational structure.  Whilst sub-school 2 did not 
have a head of sub-school in 2013, it had a sub-school curriculum coordinator, and a pastoral 
care coordinator that was introduced in 2013 after the departure of the former head of sub-
school.  As reflected in the position descriptions of sub-schools 2 and 3 curriculum 
coordinator, these positions were “responsible for overseeing the [relevant sub-school’s] 
curriculum and the maintenance and administration of curriculum matters” (Doc69; Doc71).  
This included the responsibility to “[p]rovide effective direction and guidance in all matters 
of curriculum, assessment and reporting ...” (Doc69; Doc71).  As part of the learning 
management model, sub-school curriculum coordinators had responsibility for matters 
pertaining to student assessment and to work in collaboration with curriculum leaders of the 
relevant sub-school in this area (Doc81).      
 
Directly reporting to the sub-school curriculum coordinator in each sub-school were positions 
with curriculum oversight for a year level/s or subject area.  These positions were equivalent 
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to heads of department in other schools.  In this study, they are referred to as curriculum 
leaders in the organisational structure and are identified as middle level curriculum leaders 
for the purpose of this study.  As outlined in Chapter Four, positions with curriculum 
oversight for a subject area or year level/s are classified as middle level curriculum leaders.  
Sub-school 1 had two positions at this level – one with curriculum oversight from Preparatory 
Year to Year 2 and another from Years 3 to 6.  Sub-school 2 had a curriculum leader position 
for each of its three year levels - Years 7, 8 and 9, and sub-school 3 had a curriculum leader 
position with curriculum oversight from Years 10 to 12 for each of the fourteen subject areas 
that were offered at the school.  These subject areas were: English; maths; science; social 
science; music; drama; visual art; design technology; physical education; business; home 
economics; languages; religious education; and e-Learning.   
 
The above curriculum leader positions were introduced in 2011 as part of the school’s new 
learning management model.  Prior to this, there existed curriculum leader positions with 
oversight for subject areas from Years 7 to 12.  Under the new learning management model, 
curriculum leaders with oversight for subject areas are from Years 10 to 12 in sub-school 3.  
For instance, the position description of the English curriculum leader states that he/she “will 
work with staff appointed to teach English in those year levels to ensure that academic 
programs of study in the applicable area are effectively managed and that appropriate 
learning standards are met” (Doc72).  In sub-school 1, one curriculum leader had oversight 
for three year levels (Preparatory Year – Year 2) whilst the other curriculum leader had 
oversight for four year levels (Years 3 – 6).  As reflected in the position description of the 
Years 3 – 6 curriculum leader, these curriculum leaders “will work with staff appointed to 
teach these year levels to ensure that academic programs in the applicable area are effectively 
managed and that appropriate learning standards are met” (Doc76).  In sub-school 2, each 
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curriculum leader had oversight for a different year level.  The position descriptions for the 
Years 7, 8 and 9 curriculum leaders state that persons appointed in these positions “will work 
with staff appointed to teach [the year level that they have oversight for] to ensure that 
academic programs of study in the applicable area are effectively managed and that 
appropriate learning standards are met” (Doc13; Doc14; Doc15).   
 
Because there are numerous subject areas offered at a year level, teachers appointed in 
curriculum leader positions in sub-schools 1 and 2 may not have discipline-specific 
knowledge in any or all of the Phase One learning areas.  This may have had implications for 
the implementation of these learning areas, particularly in these sub-schools.  Such 
implications are considered in greater detail around findings of the two sub-research 
questions. 
 
Whole school teaching and learning team 
The whole school teaching and learning team was led by the former executive leader for 
teaching and learning “to set and provide the strategic direction for all matters of curriculum 
and pedagogy across the School” (Doc65).  Sub-school curriculum coordinators and all six 
pedagogical leaders were members of this team in 2011, with heads of sub-school joining as 
members in 2013.  The membership of this team has evolved over time according to the 
recollection of two senior level curriculum leaders (INT-SS2CC-Y7-9; INT-SS3CC-Y10-12), 
however, they were unsure of specific persons who were members at various times.  At the 
time of the research, the following persons were members of this group: new executive leader 
for teaching and learning; teaching and learning manager; pedagogical leaders; heads of sub-
school and sub-school curriculum coordinators.   
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Sub-school curriculum teams 
Sub-schools 1, 2 and 3 each had a sub-school curriculum team which was led by the 
respective sub-school curriculum coordinator to provide direction for matters of curriculum 
and assessment pertaining to their relevant sub-school (Doc69; Doc71).  Each sub-school 
curriculum team comprised curriculum leaders of that sub-school as members.  For instance, 
curriculum leaders of sub-school 2 were members of sub-school 2 curriculum team, which 
was led by the sub-school 2 curriculum coordinator.  
 
Summary 
This section of the chapter has provided a detailed description of a rather complex 
organisational structure and learning management model in the case school.  Certain aspects 
of this structure and model were highlighted as they may have implications for the 
implementation of Phase One learning areas.  The extent to which these aspects had an 
impact on the implementation process are considered in the section around leadership 
strategies of this chapter and in Chapter Seven.  A brief overview of the whole-school 
approach taken by the case school in implementing Phase One learning areas of the 
Australian Curriculum is presented next.  
 
5.4 Whole-school approach to implementing the Australian Curriculum 
It seemed that a staged approach to implementing Phase One learning areas of the Australian 
Curriculum was used in the case school.  According to the school principal,  
[Sub-school 1] did most ... of the work much quicker than [sub-school 2] and then 
[sub-school 3 followed] afterwards.  So it was almost, a staged type approach for 
different subject areas.  It’s just depending on the readiness of the particular area is … 
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and the staff who are involved with the various projects ... [sub-school 1] basically 
was ahead of the rest of the school.  (INT-SP-PY-12) 
The new executive leader for teaching and learning was also of the understanding that a 
staged approach was taken across the three sub-schools (INT-ELTL-PY-12).  These findings 
suggest that whilst the case school commenced implementation of the new curriculum in 
2011, one year earlier than what was prescribed by ACARA, not all sub-schools in the case 
school commenced implementation of the new curriculum in 2011.   
 
From interviews, participants from sub-school 1 confirmed that they commenced 
implementation of the new curriculum in 2011, which is consistent with the above findings.  
The senior level curriculum leader and three middle level curriculum leaders of sub-school 2 
also reported that they commenced this implementation in 2011 in learning areas that they 
taught, which is contrary to the above perception held by the school principal and new 
executive leader for teaching and learning.  Because staff in sub-school 2 do not teach in all 
Phase One learning areas, it was difficult to ascertain from interviews with participants of this 
sub-school on whether implementation commenced in all these learning areas in 2011.  
According to a middle level curriculum leader in sub-school 3, Year 9 Australian Curriculum 
Science was not implemented in 2012 based on her knowledge of her child’s learning in this 
sub-school (INT-SCL-Y10S).  This suggests that implementation of all Phase One learning 
areas did not commence in 2011 at all year levels in sub-school 2.   
 
Comments from several participants from sub-school 3 suggested that implementation of 
Phase One learning areas commenced either in 2012 or 2013 in this sub-school.  For instance, 
one middle level curriculum leader reported that planning for the implementation of Year 10 
Australian Curriculum Science took place in 2013.  In relation to Year 10 Australian 
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Curriculum English, the middle level curriculum leader explained that this planning 
commenced in 2012 when he was appointed in this role.  He further explained that there was 
no hand-over from the previous person in this role who had left the school before his 
appointment.   
 
The above findings support the view of the school principal that the implementation of the 
new curriculum was staged, but only to the extent that it was not implemented in all three 
sub-schools in 2011.  Specifically, both sub-schools 1 and 2 commenced this implementation 
in 2011, whilst sub-school 3 commenced implementation in 2012.  Moreover, 
implementation of the different learning areas within sub-schools 2 and 3 did not occur at the 
same time as the findings above suggest.  It can also be seen that there was some disparity in 
the school principal’s understanding of when each sub-school commenced implementation of 
the new curriculum, which suggests that the school principal was not in touch with how the 
implementation of the new curriculum was managed across the three sub-schools. It is 
expected that findings around leadership strategies employed by the school principal that are 
presented in the next section may provide some insights into this.   
 
In light of the above discussion, it was not surprising that at the time of data collection (i.e., 
2013), the implementation of Phase One learning areas in the case school was still underway.  
This was particularly the case in sub-school 3 as it seemed to have commenced 
implementation of the new curriculum later than sub-schools 1 and 2 as described above.  
While sub-school 1 commenced implementation in 2011, it was not fully implemented in all 
learning areas across Preparatory Year to Year 6 in this sub-school.  This was likely due to 
the fact that teachers in sub-school 1 teach in all learning areas and hence have planning 
responsibility in all four Phase One learning areas.  Like sub-school 1, the implementation of 
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the new curriculum in sub-school 2 was not fully implemented in all learning areas across 
Years 7 to 9.  Thus, it was difficult to determine whether the implementation of the 
Australian Curriculum in the case school was successful in terms of it being fully 
implemented.  It could be argued that the implementation was successful to the extent that the 
school managed to commence its implementation in spite of the challenges that members of 
the school curriculum leaders team encountered (which are presented in Chapter Six, and 
then discussed in Chapter Seven).   
 
5.5 Leadership Strategies 
This section presents findings around leadership strategies employed by members of the 
school curriculum leadership team.  As detailed in Chapter Four, this team is the unit of 
study, which comprised three sub-units, namely the (1) school principal, (2) senior, and (3) 
middle level curriculum leaders.  The leadership strategies employed by members of this 
team are organised below according to these different levels of curriculum leadership.  Data 
from the online questionnaire and semi-structured interviews were the main data sources 
from which these findings emerged.   
 
5.5.1 School Principal 
This section presents findings around strategies employed by the school principal in his 
leadership of implementing the new curriculum.  The school principal perceived his role as 
that of Chief Executive Officer (CEO) whose main role is one of overseeing.  He indicated 
that the responsibility for the implementation of the national curriculum belonged to other 
school personnel.  Consistent with this view, the school principal relied on his formal 
authority to oversee the leadership of the implementation of the curriculum.  Formal authority 
refers to authority which is inherited in the position held by an individual that enables him or 
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her to carry out certain actions without having to consult others.  Thus, such authority is a 
source of legitimate power, which can be used to exert influence and direct others. 
 
5.5.1.1 Use of formal authority 
The principal described a number of strategic activities that he undertook in relation to his 
specific involvement in the implementation of Phase One learning areas of the Australian 
Curriculum.  Many of these activities illustrated a referral to formal authority.  For instance, 
he said he “set the direction and negotiated key targets with the senior staff.  This involved 
the development of a teaching and learning strategic plan which had a rollout plan for the 
National Curriculum integrated with other key teaching and learning strategies.”  (OQ1).  He 
indicated that the most effective action he undertook was “the development of [the teaching 
and learning strategic] plan which included key dates” (OQ1) and the “articulation of that 
plan to staff so that [staff] were aware of the expectations and targets” (OQ1).  Whilst the 
school principal negotiated key targets with senior staff, middle level curriculum leaders and 
teachers had little input into shaping such expectations and targets, and were expected to 
accept and adhere to these directives.  It is not clear which senior staff had input into this 
decision, as those interviewed reported that they had little say in decisions in relation to the 
implementation of the new curriculum.  This finding is explored further next. 
 
Neither senior nor middle level curriculum leaders and teachers interviewed indicated that 
they had any input into the decision made by the school principal to commence 
implementation of Phase One learning areas in 2011 instead of 2012 as required by ACARA.  
This decision formed part of the teaching and learning strategic plan that was developed by 
the school principal (Doc78).  The school principal viewed the early implementation of the 
Australian Curriculum in 2011 along with other teaching and learning initiatives, which were 
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integration of information and communications technology (ICT) and differentiation of the 
curriculum, as reducing the workload of staff, albeit acknowledging that this undertaking 
“was an enormous task for staff” (INT-SP-PY-Y10).  Instead of rewriting units of work at 
three different times to implement each of these changes, the school principal was of the view 
that “it made sense to kill three birds with one stone” (INT-SP-PY-Y10).   
 
All of the middle level curriculum leaders and teachers interviewed disclosed that they were 
not involved in nor were they aware of any consultation process orchestrated at the whole 
school level or by the school principal in relation to when and how the implementation of this 
curriculum might occur.  For example, one teacher indicated there had not been any 
consultation and said, “No.  I think it was just, ‘This is what we’re going to do.’” (INT-T2-
Y1MESH).  Another teacher responded, “we were not given an option about whether to adopt 
it or not.  We were not given an option about, you know, many of those things.  It was just a 
school-based decision.” (INT-PLHEL-PY-Y10H).  The findings here further illustrate that 
staff had little or no input into the decision to commence implementation of the new 
curriculum in 2011 and were simply informed of the expectations and targets.     
 
The school principal used his formal authority in delegating the work of planning for the 
implementation of the new curriculum to other school personnel.  This is evident by the 
following comments offered by the principal in describing his overall approach to leading the 
implementation of this curriculum: “My overall approach would be just to distribute that and 
trust them [other school personnel] to do the job.” (INT-SP-PY-Y10).  The word “distribute” 
in this excerpt demonstrated formal delegation of duties.  The principal further elaborated on 
his role in relation to the implementation of the new curriculum as follows:  
 
 
179 
 
So in terms of my role in the implementation of the curriculum ... My role is a like a 
CEO [chief executive officer] of a company or an organisation… It’s a medium size 
business.  So my role is managing human resources, risk management, marketing, 
enrolments, HR, curriculum development and pedagogy, student discipline etcetera 
etcetera.  So, it’s a fairly large role and then obviously, I have staff working with me 
who have been delegated various aspects of the operation of the school.  (INT-SP-PY-
Y10) 
The above excerpt illustrated that the school principal saw his role in terms of a chain of 
command where others down the line, who had expertise in curriculum matters, were to drive 
the implementation, while his role was that of a CEO who was responsible for the overseeing 
of a number of important areas of management.  
 
Interestingly, interview comments from the curriculum officer from the independent school 
sector association seemed to suggest that the view of school principals as CEOs is common 
across independent schools.  Specifically, she stated: “... the model of many independent 
schools started to take is more of a business nature, and the curriculum leadership is left to 
the next [level] down [from the school principal].  Whether it be a department, deputy, you 
know, the dean, dean of teaching, whatever they call them, a host of different names” (INT-
SSCO).  It appears that a cultural aspect of the independent school sector is that school 
principals view their role within a business model, which is consistent with the view 
expressed by the school principal in the school site.     
 
The school principal reported on a number of occasions that it was the responsibility of the 
former executive leader for teaching and learning to “manage the strategic direction in 
teaching and learning” and was “delegated” the work of implementing the new curriculum 
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under the teaching and learning strategic plan (INT-SP-PY-Y10).  The principal stressed that 
it is the former executive leader for teaching and learning’s “job, working with [teaching] 
staff” (INT-SP-PY-Y10) to implement the new curriculum.  The following comments 
contributed by the school principal also illustrated his view that it was part of teachers’ role 
and responsibilities to plan and write units of work for the new curriculum. 
 ... there’s often noises from staff members about how much time it’s taking to write 
units of work and they should have more time and the union is very supportive of me 
coming in and say[ing], ‘well, no that’s actually part of your job’, you know.  (INT-
SP-PY-Y10) 
Consistent with the above findings, the teaching and learning strategic plan (Doc78) listed 
pedagogical leaders, sub-school curriculum coordinators, and middle level curriculum leaders 
as having responsibility for the implementation of the new curriculum.  Thus, the findings 
here demonstrated that the principal delegated the work of planning for the implementation of 
the new curriculum to other school personnel as he saw this work as coming under their role 
and responsibilities.   
 
The school principal offered two reasons for why he delegated the work of planning for the 
implementation to other school personnel.  First, he perceived the person appointed in the 
role of executive leader for teaching and learning as having the “skills and capacities to 
actually do the job” (INT-SP-PY-Y10).  Second, he reported that this delegation was also 
about trusting staff to get the job done (INT-SP-PY-Y10).   
 
Comments from all senior and middle level curriculum leaders and teachers interviewed 
further supported the notion of delegation of duties to other school personnel by the school 
principal in his leadership of implementing the new curriculum.  These participants reported 
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that the principal had very limited interactions with them in relation to implementing this 
curriculum.  When asked if they had any involvement with the school principal in 
implementing this curriculum, they were prompt to say “no” or indicated very limited 
involvement by the school principal.  This finding concurred with the school principal’s 
comment that he had “very little input” (INT-SP-PY-Y10) into the implementation of this 
curriculum other than to seek progress updates from the former executive leader for teaching 
and learning.  The findings here further demonstrated that the principal exercised formal 
authority in delegating the work of planning for the implementation to other school 
personnel. 
 
Another illustration of the principal exercising his formal authority was when he overturned a 
decision made at the sub-school level.  This issue involved a middle level curriculum leader 
whose requests for time release for herself and some of her teachers were not approved by a 
senior level curriculum leader in their respective sub-school (INT-SCL-Y10S).  At a meeting 
with the principal, this middle level curriculum leader was informed that she and the teachers 
concerned would be granted time away from their teaching duties to work on the 
implementation (INT-SCL-Y10S).  The decision of the principal to grant time release to this 
middle level curriculum leader and her teachers, was another illustration of the principal 
relying on his formal authority.     
 
It is clear from the above discussion that the school principal mainly relied on his formal 
authority regarding the implementation of the new curriculum.  While he delegated the work 
of implementing this curriculum to other school personnel, there was no doubt that he set the 
key directions and expectations for the implementation.  
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5.5.2 Senior Level Curriculum Leaders 
This section presents findings around leadership strategies employed by senior level 
curriculum leaders.  For the purpose of this study, those with whole- or sub-school 
curriculum responsibilities as part of their role were identified as senior level curriculum 
leaders and this encompassed various roles.  At the time of the research, the person in the role 
of executive leader for teaching and learning participated in an interview.  However, he was 
unable to provide significant insights into the leadership of the implementation of the new 
curriculum mainly because he commenced in this role at the start of the school year in 2013 
and the implementation of the new curriculum had commenced two years earlier, at the start 
of the school year in 2011.  This meant he had minimal involvement in leading the 
implementation of the new curriculum, as well as lacked knowledge of the involvement of 
other members of the school curriculum leadership team.  The person previously in the role 
of executive leader for teaching and learning, to whom the principal delegated the 
implementation of the new curriculum, did not participate in the research.  Findings around 
strategies employed by this person, who is referred to as the “former executive leader for 
teaching and learning”, are based on the accounts of other interviewees.  Furthermore, 
findings around strategies employed by two pedagogical leaders, two heads of sub-school and 
three sub-school curriculum coordinators are also presented.  Thus, findings around strategies 
employed by eight senior level curriculum leaders are presented in this section, however only 
seven of these leaders were interviewed.  There were only two senior level curriculum leaders 
who participated in the online questionnaire.  
 
5.5.2.1 Use of formal authority 
The majority of senior level curriculum leaders interviewed (five out of seven) were found to 
employ actions in leading the implementation of the new curriculum that demonstrated 
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formal authority because they referred to legitimate power inherited in their role (INT-HSS1-
PY-Y6; INT-HSS3-Y10-12; INT-SS1CC-PY-Y6; INT-SS2CC-Y7-9; INT-SS3CC-Y10-12).  
The former executive leader for teaching and learning was also described by her colleagues 
as a person who used her positional authority to drive the implementation of the Australian 
Curriculum.  Specifically, she was perceived by five senior level curriculum leaders 
interviewed as the driving force behind the implementation of the new curriculum (INT-
HSS1-PY-Y6; INT-HSS3-Y10-12; INT-SS1CC-PY-Y6; INT-SS2CC-Y7-9; INT-SS3CC-
Y10-12).  For example, one of these five senior leaders stated, “the then [executive leader for 
teaching and learning] decided that …, if we’re about to write new [units of work], we may 
as well do it ... [for the Australian Curriculum]” (INT-SS2CC-Y7-9), which seem to echo the 
view of the school principal in relation to killing three birds with one stone.  However, this 
participant understood the decision to implement the Australian Curriculum in 2011 came 
from this senior level curriculum leader, who was simply following the school principal’s 
overall instructions.  Thus, the former executive leader for teaching and learning enforced the 
teaching and learning strategic plan by delegating duties in relation to the implementation of 
the new curriculum.    
 
In enacting the teaching and learning strategic plan, the former executive leader for teaching 
and learning delegated the work (i.e., exercised formal authority) of planning for the 
implementation of the new curriculum to other school personnel in various positions.  The 
majority of senior level curriculum leaders interviewed (five out of seven) reported that the 
implementation of this curriculum was left to them, middle level curriculum leaders and 
teachers (INT-HSS1-PY-Y6; INT-HSS3-Y10-12; INT-SS1CC-PY-Y6; INT-SS2CC-Y7-9; 
INT-SS3CC-Y10-12).  For instance, one senior leader stated that the decision to implement 
the curriculum in 2011 “was really a statement [i.e., directive]” (INT-HSS1-PY-Y6) that it 
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was to be done and then left to classroom teachers and heads of sub-school and sub-school 
curriculum coordinators on how they “were going to make that happen” (INT-HSS1-PY-Y6).  
Because this work was delegated to other school personnel, it was not surprising to note that 
all middle level curriculum leader and teachers interviewed perceived the former executive 
leader for teaching and learning as having had limited or no involvement in the implementing 
this curriculum.  The findings here demonstrated that in enforcing the teaching and learning 
strategic plan, the former executive leader for teaching and learning was removed from the 
implementation work, but like the principal, played a more overseeing role.    
 
Five senior level curriculum leaders across the three sub-schools also delegated the work of 
planning for the implementation to middle level curriculum leaders of their respective sub-
school (INT-HSS1-PY-Y6; INT-HSS3-Y10-12; INT-SS1CC-PY-Y6; INT-SS2CC-Y7-9; 
INT-SS3CC-Y10-12).  An illustration of this can be seen in the following comments 
contributed by one of these senior leaders:  
I’ve had a pretty easy role.  I sort have directed that [i.e., implementation of Phase 
One learning areas], ‘Okay, English HOD this is what we’re doing and we need to get 
ourselves up to scratch with ACARA’… ‘Okay, we’re going to do the maths and we 
do that with science as well.’  But it didn’t take much prompting from me.  They all 
knew that it had to be done.  (INT-SS3CC-Y10-12) 
Consistent with these findings, all middle level curriculum leaders and teachers interviewed 
reported that the work of planning for implementation of Phase One learning areas was left to 
them.   
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5.5.2.2 Support 
Strategies of support were also found to be used by the former executive leader for teaching 
and learning and the majority of senior level curriculum leaders (six out of seven) 
interviewed (INT-PLFTL-PY-Y10M; INT-PLHEL-PY-Y10H; INT-HSS1-PY-Y6; INT-
SS1CC-PY-Y6; INT-SS2CC-Y7-9; INT-SS3CC-Y10-12).  The former executive leader for 
teaching and learning supported teachers by providing guidance for planning the 
implementation of the new curriculum according to the accounts of three teachers (INT-T2-
Y1MESH; INT-T3-Y3MESH; INT-T5-Y5MESH).  This guidance included showing staff the 
different aspects of the Australian Curriculum and where to go to locate relevant information 
online (INT-T3-Y3MESH) and providing staff with information on the planning pro forma to 
assist teachers writing differentiated units of work for the Australian Curriculum (INT-T2-
Y1MESH; INT-T5-Y5MESH).    
 
Two senior level curriculum leaders, namely the pedagogical leaders for future thinking 
(maths) and human endeavour (history), were found to mainly refer to strategies of support in 
their involvement with implementing the new curriculum.  As explained earlier in this 
chapter, these positions were introduced as part of the new learning management model in 
2011.  These leaders perceived their role as one of support.  For instance, one of these leaders 
said:   
I don’t have any direct reports to me, so I have to work with staff.  And so essentially, 
I’m a support person for staff and can ... offer advice and things like that.  So it’s 
more like you coach ideas and you mentor ideas than an actual, ‘this is what we’re 
going to do’ type approach. (INT-PLFTL-PY-Y10M)  
This senior level curriculum leader was particularly involved in the adoption of a new 
pedagogical approach in sub-school 1 for Australian Curriculum Mathematics that 
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commenced in 2013.  Support was provided to teachers in a number of ways, including 
guidance to teachers in sub-school 1 in selecting and sequencing topics to be covered in sub-
school 1, and assisting teachers in sub-school 2 in deconstructing what achievement standards 
were about (INT-PLFTL-PY-Y10M).  According to two teachers, this senior leader also 
provided resources to support teachers in their planning for the implementation of this 
learning area (INT-T4-Y4MESH; INT-T9-Y8MS).  Professional development was also 
organised by this senior level curriculum leader to support teachers in their planning for the 
implementation of the new pedagogical approach that was being adopted for Australian 
Curriculum Mathematics in sub-school 1 (INT-PLFTL-PY-Y10M; INT-SS1CC-PY-Y6; 
INT-T2-Y1MESH).   
 
Some data also suggested that the other senior level curriculum leader in her role as 
pedagogical leader for human endeavour (history) supported teachers in the implementation 
of Australian Curriculum History.  According to one teacher, this senior level curriculum 
leader supported teachers by providing guidance on how to use historical inquiry skills in the 
classroom as part of units of work for this learning area (INT-T3-Y3MESH).  Another 
teacher indicated that efforts were made by this senior leader during sub-school 1 meetings to 
build some scope in terms of what to cover at a year level and the sequence of topics for 
Australian Curriculum History across the year levels (INT-T5-Y5MESH).   
 
At the sub-school level, two senior level curriculum leaders were found to support sub-school 
1 teachers in a number of ways.  One of these leaders explained that a staff meeting was held 
to show staff how to log into and navigate the Australian Curriculum website, and having a 
staff day where they worked with teachers in looking at different aspects of the Australian 
Curriculum, as well as “worked with [middle level curriculum leaders] to help their 
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understanding of the Australian Curriculum” (INT-SS1CC-PY-Y6).  The other leader 
explained that a lot of team meetings were held with teachers at different year levels to 
discuss what the curriculum was going to look like for them and what impact the new 
curriculum would have on them (INT-HSS1-PY-Y6).  These two senior leaders also made 
themselves available in the afternoon once a week for two years so that teachers could meet 
with them to seek guidance in planning this curriculum (INT-HSS1-PY-Y6; INT-SS1CC-PY-
Y6).  Circulation of emails was also used by both senior leaders to provide staff with links to 
online resources and information obtained from professional development that they had 
attended externally to support staff in their planning for the implementation of this 
curriculum (INT-HSS1-PY-Y6; INT-SS1CC-PY-Y6).   
 
The aforementioned two senior level curriculum leaders of sub-school 1 also explored other 
avenues to support staff in their sub-school with planning the implementation of the new 
curriculum, particularly in response to a lack of resources (INT-HSS1-PY-Y6; INT-S1CC-
PY-Y6).  For example, these senior leaders reported that as members of an early years forum 
association, it was their turn to organise a forum and hence utilised this opportunity to 
organise a forum whereby teachers from other schools present around matters pertaining to 
the implementation of the Australian Curriculum (INT-HSS1-PY-Y6; INT-SS1CC-PY-Y6).  
One of these leaders stated that this forum “had been a huge advantage, because ... [teachers 
have] ... been able to talk with other people in the field” (INT-SS1CC-Y7-9).  Through this 
forum, a person in a curriculum role from the independent school sector association was also 
invited to present and to assist teachers in deconstructing the Australian Curriculum.  They 
were of the view that this association “already had teams of people already doing it” and were 
in the best position to offer this support to their staff (INT-HSS1-PY-Y6).  
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One of the aforementioned senior leaders alluded to professional development that is hosted 
at the school as a matter that is usually organised and controlled through a designated unit in 
the school (INT-SS1CC-Y7-9).  This is consistent with the account of a middle level 
curriculum leader of sub-school 3, who organised for a member of his staff to provide 
professional development to other teachers (INT-ECL-Y10E).  However, one senior leader of 
sub-school 1 further explained that she and the other senior leader of this sub-school 1 “found 
other ways to do things” (INT- INT-SS1CC-PY-Y6), such as using their membership of an 
association to organise relevant professional development to support teachers in planning the 
implementation of the new curriculum.  This had the effect of circumventing established 
school processes pertaining to provision of professional development to staff that are hosted 
on school grounds.  The findings here seem to suggest that these senior leaders challenged 
this particular aspect of the status quo at the case school in their effort to provide support to 
teachers in this planning.  
 
The senior level curriculum leader of sub-school 2 indicated that guidance was sought from 
external organisations, such as QSA, to support teachers in their planning for the 
implementation of the new curriculum.  This senior leader explained, “because we’re in this 
mentality that we get an answer, to solve a problem, so we go out looking for who can do 
it…. at the moment it’s QSA, so we’re trying to involve them more” (INT-SS2CC-Y7-9).  
This is consistent with comments contributed by two middle level curriculum leaders of sub-
school 2 (INT-Y7CL-Y7MS; INT-Y8CL-Y8MS), who indicated that an officer from QSA 
was invited to come to the case school and provide guidance on developing assessment 
criteria for Australian Curriculum Mathematics in this sub-school 2.   
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Providing teachers with time release from classes to plan for the implementation of the new 
curriculum was another form of support provided by four senior level curriculum leaders 
(INT-HSS1-PY-Y6; INT-SS1CC-PY-Y6; INT-SS2CC-Y7-9; INT-SS3CC-Y10-12).  For 
instance, one of these leaders explained:  
… we did give staff time, so year levels, for example, so we get the Year 3s off 
[classes] and gave them time to start the new planning because they virtually had to 
throw away some things they’ve been teaching before.  Because subject content had 
shifted from one year to another, so they had to sort of say, ‘Okay, we can’t do that, 
we’ll look at this’.  So they did need time to write some new units and planning and 
stuff. (INT-HSS1-PY-Y6) 
Because providing time release to teachers would normally incur a “cost” (INT-SS3CC-Y10-
12) to the school to pay for supply teachers to supervise these classes, three of these senior 
leaders (INT-HSS1-PY-Y6; INT-SS1CC-PY-Y6; INT-SS2CC-Y7) indicated that they also 
sought other ways of supporting teachers that would alleviate time constraints to plan for the 
implementation of this curriculum.  One senior leader said, “we try [to] think of clever ways 
to give [teachers] more time” (INT-SS2CC-Y7-9), which included having teacher aides to 
supervise their classes during in-class competitions so that teachers were given this time to 
plan for the implementation of the new curriculum.   Another senior leader explained that 
“extra teacher aide time” was provided to support teachers in “making resources” (INT-
HSS1-PY-Y6).  Parents of students were also organised to come into the school on a periodic 
basis to make resources that teachers wanted to use in their classrooms (INT-HSS1-PY-Y6; 
INT-SS1CC-PY-Y6).   
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5.5.2.3 Building relationships 
Two senior level curriculum leaders, namely the pedagogical leaders for future thinking 
learning (maths) and human endeavour (history), reported building relationships with 
teaching staff as a strategy that they employed to provide a smooth implementation of the 
new curriculum.  For instance, one of these senior leaders explained that she visited sub-
school 1 “for lunch every so often” to “establish relationships” with teaching staff and to be 
more accessible to these staff, as these staff tended to remain within the proximity of sub-
school 1’s precinct (INT-PLFTL-PY-Y10M).  The other senior leader also indicated that 
building relationships was important in her role in working with staff, as she did not know 
many of them. She indicated that it “took a long time to build any rapport and respect”, 
because she was perceived as a teacher belonging to sub-school 1 with limited knowledge 
and experience of other sub-schools (INT-PLFTL-PY-Y10H).   
 
The above findings also allude to a sub-school silo culture that existed in the case school, 
whereby teaching staff limited their communication to those colleagues who teach similar 
subjects within the sub-school with which they identified themselves as belonging.   
Challenges presented by a sub-school silo culture are explored further in Chapter Six.  The 
findings here nonetheless seem to demonstrate that in response to such challenges, the 
abovementioned senior leaders identified building relationships as being pivotal in their role 
in the implementation of the new curriculum.  This is perhaps not surprising as these leaders 
perceived their role as one of support rather than one of authority that can command 
compliance from staff to directives.  Thus, in their efforts to build relationships with staff 
across sub-schools, these senior leaders were challenging the sub-school silo culture that 
existed in the school.   
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5.5.2.4 Collaboration 
Two senior level curriculum leaders, namely the pedagogical leaders for future thinking 
(maths) and human endeavour (history), also worked collaboratively with teachers in the 
implementation of the new curriculum.  One of these leaders reported that she worked 
collaboratively with middle level curriculum leaders of sub-school 2 to deconstruct 
assessment standards for Australian Curriculum Mathematics (INT-PLFTL-PY-Y10M).  The 
other senior level curriculum leader reported that she worked jointly with other school 
personnel in performing an audit for Australian Curriculum History units of work from 
Preparatory Year to Year 10.  This audit involved mapping these units of work into audit 
tools to identify aspects of the Australian Curriculum History that had not been addressed in 
these units and where teachers may have misinterpreted the requirements of this learning area 
(INT-HCL-Y10H).   
 
5.5.2.5 Protection 
It was found that one senior level curriculum leader, namely the head of sub-school 1, utilised 
the micro-political strategy of protection as a means of facilitating a smooth implementation 
of the new curriculum.  This senior leader protected staff in sub-school 1 from the stress of 
adopting additional changes by instructing school personnel from other areas of the school to 
cease bringing in these changes.  She contributed:  
So there was a lot going on.  So my role ... was then to actually say to other parts of 
the school, ‘Stop, this is enough for us at the moment.  We need to support these 
people.’  You know, there were [performance] appraisals.  There were all sorts of 
things going on.  So it was crazy probably to have done so much at once.  (INT-
HSS1-PY-Y6) 
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The above excerpt is consistent with the account of another senior level curriculum leader, 
who recounted that pedagogical leaders were told by the head of sub-school 1 to “back out” 
of sub-school 1 (INT-PLFTL-PY-Y10H).  This senior leader contributed these comments to 
explain why she had limited involvement in leading the implementation of the new 
curriculum in her role as a pedagogical leader (INT-PLFTL-PY-Y10H), which is consistent 
with the account of the other pedagogical leader.  In particular, the involvement of this 
pedagogical leader in sub-school 1 mainly took place in 2013, which suggests she had limited 
involvement during the first two years of the implementation of the new curriculum.  Thus, 
the head of sub-school 1’s act of protecting staff restricted other school personnel’s work in 
relation to the implementation of the new curriculum.  This finding is explored further in 
Chapter Six when findings around challenges and enablers encountered by members of the 
school curriculum leadership team are presented.  
 
5.5.2.6 Demonstrating trust in middle level curriculum leaders  
Two senior level curriculum leaders, namely the head of sub-school 3 and sub-school 3 
curriculum coordinator, demonstrated trust in the middle level curriculum leaders of their 
sub-school during the implementation of Phase One learning areas. They showed trust by 
allowing them autonomy with how they carry out their work.  One of these senior level 
curriculum leaders reported that middle level curriculum leaders “basically would be the 
people who drove [the implementation of Phase One learning areas]” (INT-HSS3-Y10-12).  
Similarly, the other senior leader stated, “it hasn’t been very difficult for me ... it’s pretty 
much been generated by my [curriculum leaders]” (INT-SS3CC-Y10-12).  Consistent with 
these findings, two out four sub-school 3 middle level curriculum leaders reported that they 
were left in charge of implementing the new curriculum (INT-MCL-Y10M; INT-ECL-
Y10E), with one stating that the sub-school 3 curriculum coordinator “didn’t interfere with 
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[his] life in Year 10” (INT-MCL-Y10M).  The use of the word “interfere” implies that this 
middle level curriculum leader was content to be given space where he could do the work 
without interference.  The findings here illustrated that the senior level curriculum leaders of 
sub-school 3 demonstrated trust in their middle level curriculum leaders in planning for the 
implementation of the new curriculum by affording them the necessary opportunities to work 
on the curriculum in their own way.  
                 
5.5.2.7 Key findings across the different roles at the senior curriculum leadership level 
In sum, the majority of senior level curriculum leaders indicated that they used different types 
of strategies that enabled them to facilitate the implementation of the Australian Curriculum. 
These included relying on their own formal authority and hierarchical position in ensuring 
that others would carry out the much-needed work, as well as providing different types of 
support such as time release, guidance through various forms, and circulation of information 
pertinent to the implementation of the new curriculum. Some differences in strategies 
employed were evident across the different types of roles or similar roles across the different 
sub-schools.  The former executive leader for teaching and learning relied mainly on her 
formal authority to achieve her goals, but also was said to use supportive strategies such as 
providing guidance, a planning pro forma and advice on where to locate relevant information.  
Both pedagogical leaders interviewed did not provide any comments that indicated they used 
their formal authority.  This was not surprising given that the nature of the role was perceived 
as supporting others.  Thus, these leaders provided examples of supportive strategies.  
Building relationships and collaboration were also reported by these pedagogical leaders as 
important in their role to work with teachers in implementing the new curriculum.  In 
contrast, these strategies were not referred to by other senior level curriculum leaders.   
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Protection was a strategy referred to by only the head of sub-school 1.  This strategy could be 
said to be idiosyncratic to the context of sub-school 1, as the increasing pressures and high 
expectations on staff in sub-school 1 were impacting on their well-being.  Hence, the head of 
sub-school 1 instructed school personnel from other parts of the school to cease their change 
efforts, so that teachers in sub-school 1 could work in a less stressed and more conducive 
environment.  In sub-school 3, both senior level curriculum leaders demonstrated trust in 
middle level curriculum leaders in their leadership of implementing the new curriculum by 
providing them with opportunities to work on the curriculum in their own way.  This strategy 
could be said to be idiosyncratic to the context of sub-school 3, since the middle level 
curriculum leaders in this sub-school were seen to possess discipline-specific knowledge and 
curriculum experience in the learning area for which they had responsibility.   
 
5.5.3 Middle Level Curriculum Leaders 
This section presents findings around strategies employed by middle level curriculum leaders 
who were involved in implementing Phase One learning areas of the Australian Curriculum.  
Individuals with curriculum responsibilities for a subject area or year level/s were identified 
as middle level curriculum leaders for the purpose of this study.  These roles were structured 
differently across sub-schools 1, 2 and 3.  In sub-school 1, one of two middle level 
curriculum leaders participated in the research.  This person had curriculum oversight from 
Preparatory Year to Year 2.  The person who formerly held the other middle level curriculum 
leader position in this sub-school and was involved in planning for the implementation of the 
new curriculum did not participate in an interview.  Findings around strategies employed by 
this leader draw upon the perceptions of other interviewees.  In sub-school 2, all three middle 
level curriculum leaders participated in the research and each had curriculum oversight for a 
different year level (i.e., Year 7, 8 or 9).  In sub-school 3, middle level curriculum leader 
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positions were framed in a traditional sense by curriculum, and all four middle level 
curriculum leaders with a Phase One learning area within their curriculum area participated in 
the research.  Thus, findings around strategies employed by nine middle level curriculum 
leaders are presented in this section, however, only eight of these leaders participated in an 
interview each.  A total of eight middle level curriculum leaders also participated in the 
online questionnaire.  
 
5.5.3.1 Use of formal authority 
Four out of eight middle level curriculum leaders interviewed relied on their formal authority 
during the implementation of the curriculum when they communicated expectations to 
teachers and when they excluded teachers from part of the process of developing a work 
program for the learning area for which they had responsibility.  For instance, the middle 
level curriculum leader of sub-school 1 explained that she communicated decisions to 
teachers that came out of planning meetings with two senior level curriculum leaders in 
relation to Australian Curriculum History, as demonstrated in the following excerpt she 
contributed:   
 ... and then we came back [to sub-school 1 teachers] and I spoke with the other two, 
Year 2 teachers, at that time ... about where we were heading and what it involved, 
and then I spoke with the Year 1s, as well.  (INT-PY2CL-PY-Y2MESH) 
 
In sub-school 3, three out of four middle level curriculum leaders described the work of 
developing the work program for the learning area for which they had responsibility as not 
having involved the input of teachers (INT-MCL-Y10M; INT-ECL-Y10E; INT-HCL-Y10H).  
These leaders saw it as their part of their job to undertake this work instead of handing it over 
to teachers, as demonstrated in the following comments contributed by one of these leaders:  
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The best way to describe it ... [is,] I’m the [middle level curriculum leader for 
Mathematics].  I had a curriculum map to present to the staff, ‘this is our problem ... 
here’s basically what you’re ... going to teach this year.  Now I’ll get you to be 
involved, how would you plan it, how would you set up the term?’  But initially, there 
isn’t really, in my opinion, a benefit of getting six people around a table and go, ‘what 
can’t we do, what can we do’ ... the curriculum mapping, one person can do that. 
(INT-MCL-Y10M) 
Thus, these middle level curriculum leaders relied upon their formal authority as described 
above in leading the implementation of the new curriculum in their learning area.  
 
In sub-school 2, all three middle level curriculum leaders also reported that they undertook 
some aspects of planning for the implementation of the new curriculum on their own, 
however, they did not intentionally exclude other teachers from these aspects of planning 
(INT-Y7CL-Y7MS; INT-Y8CL-Y8MS; INT-Y9CL-Y9EH).  These leaders elaborated that 
they were mainly involved in the implementation of the new curriculum in their role as 
classroom teachers and in learning areas that they taught.  Moreover, the planning for 
different units of work was shared amongst different teachers who also taught in the same 
learning area.  For instance, one of these leaders said, 
I take on the task of basically all maths, science assessments and, ... planning and 
units and everything ... the history and English [teachers], they kind of split it up 
between themselves, like, you know, one may do the unit for this term and then 
another one may do it for Term 3 and things like that.  (INT-Y7CL-Y7MS) 
This concurred with the accounts of two teachers who taught Australian Curriculum English 
and History at the Year 7 level.  These teachers indicated that the middle level curriculum 
leader at the Year 7 level was not involved in the planning for the implementation of learning 
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areas that were not his areas of specialisation or those that he did not teach (INT-T6-Y7E-
Y8&9H; INT-T7-Y8&9E&Y7&8H).   
 
As previously mentioned, the middle level curriculum leader role in sub-school 2 was 
introduced in 2011 as part of the school’s new learning management model.  A lack of clarity 
around this role was found to present challenges for individuals in this role to refer to their 
formal authority in leading the implementation of the new curriculum.  These challenges are 
explored further in Chapter Six.  However, it is relevant to note here that the broad nature of 
the role as having curriculum responsibility for all learning areas offered at a particular year 
level proved unrealistic for individuals in this role, as they do not possess discipline-specific 
knowledge in all these learning areas.  Consequently, the senior and middle level curriculum 
leaders of this sub-school redefined and revised the roles and responsibilities of this position 
(INT-SS2CC-Y7-9; INT-Y7CL-Y7MS; INT-Y8CL-Y8MS; INT-Y9CL-Y9EH).  The senior 
level curriculum leader stated that “we have formed our own role and what we do ... so that 
we can be useful” (INT-SS2CC-Y7-9) in planning the implementation of the new curriculum.  
Similarly, one middle level curriculum leader commented that “I’m still working [the middle 
level curriculum leader role] out” (INT-Y7CL-Y7MS), whilst another middle level 
curriculum leader stated, “I guess that part of the new [learning] management model is 
working out exactly where we [as sub-school 2 middle level curriculum leaders] fit ...” (INT-
Y8CL-Y8MS) in terms of planning this implementation.  The findings here also suggest that 
these leaders challenged the established position description of the middle level curriculum 
leadership role by re-defining it to make it useful in implementing the new curriculum.    
 
 
 
198 
 
5.5.3.2 Collaboration 
The majority of middle level curriculum leaders interviewed (six out of eight) reported that 
they worked jointly or collaboratively with other members of the school curriculum 
leadership team and/or teachers in implementing the new curriculum.  For instance, one 
middle level curriculum leader explained that she worked collaboratively with another middle 
level curriculum leader and a senior level curriculum leader during meetings, whereby they 
discussed and then decided on the skills and knowledge that would be the focus of the 
Australian Curriculum History program across the year level in sub-school 1 (INT-PY2CL-
PY-Y2MESH).  This middle level curriculum leader elaborated that this process equipped 
them with “a good understanding” (INT-PY2CL-PY-Y2MESH) of these aspects to answer 
questions that teachers may ask (INT-PY2CL-PY-Y2MESH).  As noted earlier, the senior 
level curriculum leader referred to also reported that she worked collaboratively with middle 
level curriculum leaders in implementing the new curriculum.   
 
From the online questionnaire, seven out of eight middle level curriculum leaders indicated 
that they worked collaboratively with teachers in implementing the new curriculum.  One of 
these leaders commented, “Collaborated with team members on deconstructing curriculum - 
developed a common understanding.” (OQ7).  Another stated, “I have worked alongside 
certain teachers to aid them with the understanding of the implementation.” (OQ9).  A third 
participant responded, “Organise collaborative planning subject meetings.” (OQ14).  The 
findings here indicated that collaboration was a key strategy employed by the majority of 
middle curriculum leaders in working with their teachers in implementing this new 
curriculum.  Online questionnaire responses offered by teachers were consistent with the 
finding of collaboration by curriculum leaders in implementing the new curriculum.  For 
instance, one teacher participant commented, “Liaise with other teachers in my subject area.” 
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(OQ6).  Another teacher stated, “Collaborated with those who were involved - other 
teachers.” (OQ16).  Whilst these teachers did not specifically indicate that they worked 
collaboratively with curriculum leaders, it was most likely that they did as curriculum leaders 
of Phase One learning areas also had a teaching load, which included at least a Phase One 
learning area. Thus, the findings here further support the notion that curriculum leaders 
worked collaboratively with other teachers in implementing the new curriculum.   
 
In sub-school 2, all three middle level curriculum leaders reported that they worked 
collaboratively with other teachers, middle and/or senior level curriculum leaders in planning 
for the implementation of the new curriculum.  For instance, two of these leaders reported 
that they worked with a senior level curriculum leader in relation to marking schemes for 
assessments that pertained to Australian Curriculum Mathematics (INT-Y7CL-Y7MS; INT-
Y8CL-Y8MS).  The senior level curriculum leader referred to also reported that she worked 
with middle level curriculum leaders in sub-school 2 in the implementation of Australian 
Curriculum Mathematics (INT-PLFTL-PY-Y10M).  Another middle level curriculum leader 
in sub-school 2 reported that she worked collaboratively with other teachers during the school 
breaks via telephone and email communication, as well as meeting up with other teachers to 
make sense of the new curriculum (INT-Y9CL-Y9EH).  This middle level curriculum leader 
also initiated contact and worked collaboratively with middle level curriculum leader in sub-
school 3 in the learning areas of Australian Curriculum English and History to ensure 
continuity in the work programs from Year 9 into Year 10 despite a sub-school silo culture in 
the school (INT-Y9CL-Y9EH).  This is another illustration of a member of the school 
curriculum leadership team challenging the sub-school silo culture. 
 
 
 
200 
 
In sub-school 3, two middle level curriculum leaders also reported that they worked 
collaboratively with other school personnel in planning for the implementation of the new 
curriculum.  One of these leaders reported that he worked with a senior level curriculum 
leader, who was in a pedagogical leadership role at the time, in developing the work program 
for Year 10 Australian Curriculum English (INT-ECL-Y10E).  The person in this senior level 
curriculum leader position did not participate in the research.  A collaborative approach was 
also described by this middle level curriculum leader in the planning and preparation of 
resources for units of work, whereby each teacher is responsible for a unit of work in terms of 
planning and preparation of resources and that teachers would meet “once per unit to discuss 
... and reflect on the last [unit of work] and also look at the marking ... [for assessment 
items]” (INT-ECL-Y10E).  This account was consistent with that of a teacher of Year 10 
English (INT-T10-Y10E).  As noted earlier, this middle level curriculum leader also worked 
collaboratively with a middle level curriculum leader in sub-school 2 “to make sure there’s 
continuity” (INT-ECL-Y10E) in the curriculum from Year 9 into Year 10 for Australian 
Curriculum English.   
 
The other middle level curriculum leader in sub-school 3 reported that her approach was 
“consultative” and “collaborative” (INT-HCL-Y10H) and that the planning and development 
of units of work for Year 10 Australian Curriculum History were done in a team 
environment, as illustrated in the following comments she contributed: 
 ... we work very closely as a team ... if we’re working on Ancient History units, it’s 
myself and the other Ancient History teacher and we work on it together ... one of us 
doesn’t write it and then and hands it to the other one.  We do everything together ... 
All our units, all our assessments are not written by any individual.  They are written 
by all of us. (INT-HCL-Y10H)  
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This middle level curriculum leader also reported that a collaborative approach is taken with 
moderation of assessment items, whereby she and other teachers “moderate ... well before the 
assessment is done”, so that teachers are teaching at the same standards and once students’ 
assessments have been moderated, teachers should be seeing “comparability in the results” 
(INT-HCL-Y10H).   
 
The accounts of two teachers did not always concur with the account of the above middle 
level curriculum leader.  Some aspects of the above excerpts resonated with the account of 
one teacher of Year 10 history, who indicated that she and this middle level curriculum leader 
“often just sit down and tweak or change” (INT-T8-Y10H) the unit for the following term, 
however, this teacher “believed” (INT-T8-Y10H) that units of work for Australian 
Curriculum History were written by this middle level curriculum leader.  This view is 
consistent with that of another teacher of Year 10 history (INT-T6-Y7E-Y8&9H), as 
illustrated in the following comments she contributed: 
[the middle level curriculum leader for history] has written the program for us, for 
grade 10 ... she put it all together for us and gave it to us, but because she comes from 
[sub-school 3] background ... that’s the way it’s been written.  And the other Modern 
History teacher and I are [sub-school 2] teachers primarily, [so] we just couldn’t make 
sense of it.  (INT-T6-Y7E-Y8&9H)  
This teacher also raised concern around marking of assessments whereby she found it 
difficult to “match” students’ work to the marking criteria, which had been developed by this 
middle level curriculum leader (INT-T6-Y7E-Y8&9H).  Moreover, this teacher was of the 
view that a more collaborative process in writing units of work would have resolved or 
avoided this kind of issue (INT-T6-Y7E-Y8&9H).   
 
 
 
202 
 
5.5.3.3 Support  
The majority of middle level curriculum leaders interviewed (seven out of eight) across the 
three sub-schools indicated that they used supportive strategies in leading the implementation 
of the new curriculum.  Another middle level curriculum leader who did not participate in the 
research was identified by other interviewees as using a variety of support strategies. Thus, 
nine middle level curriculum leaders relied on supportive strategies in the implementation 
process.  These findings are elaborated next. 
 
In sub-school 1, both middle level curriculum leaders gave illustrations of how they 
supported teachers.  For instance, one of these leaders reported that she supported teachers by 
providing them with feedback on units of work that they wrote (INT-PY2CL-PY-Y2MESH).  
The following comments contributed by this leader further demonstrated that she supported 
teachers in some aspects of planning for Australian Curriculum English at the preparatory 
year:   
I had a big role in sort of leading their English program because… this year we had 
two teachers who came into Prep who hadn’t taught Prep before ... we just wanted 
to… organise it a little bit better, so I’ve sat with whoever was planning the English 
and ‘so, okay, let’s do up a term overview of what’s sounds we’re going to teach, 
what comprehension strategies we want to teach’ ... We meet every second Monday, I 
think, just to, see everyone is on track.  They’ll send me, you know, questions.  
They’ll send me maybe a unit and say, ‘what do you think?’ or you know, grab me at 
lunch time and say, ‘can you have a quick read’ or ‘this is causing a problem’ or that 
sort of stuff.  (INT-PY2CL-PY-Y2MESH)  
With respect to Year 1 teachers, this middle level curriculum leader provided teachers with 
guidance in their planning during informal conversations that took place during lunch times.  
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A teacher of Year 1 confirmed this when she stated, “if I’m ever stuck with something, I 
would just go and ask [the sub-school curriculum coordinator] or I would ask [the 
Preparatory Year to Year 2 curriculum leader] about what they thought” (INT-T2-Y1MESH).   
 
In relation to the other middle level curriculum leader in sub-school 1, who did not participate 
in the research, there was a consistent view amongst three teachers interviewed that this 
leader provided valuable support in the implementation of the new curriculum.  This is 
demonstrated by comments contributed by one of these teachers: 
[The Years 3 to 6 curriculum leader] who we had, she was so good, because she just 
even, you know, come along to a meeting and sit there and say, ‘Well, what can I help 
you with?  This is what my understanding of what they’re saying here.’  So … she 
would offer ideas … if we weren’t sure, if we wanted resources and things like that. 
(INT-T3-Y3MESH) 
Similarly, another teacher stated that this middle level curriculum leader provided support by 
facilitating planning meetings during which she guided discussions around development of 
work programs across Years 3 to 6: “we would discuss where we were going with our 
programs and making sure that there wasn’t a lot of overlap [across the different year levels]” 
(INT-T4-Y4MESH).  Consistent with these findings, another teacher reported this middle 
level curriculum as being very supportive in providing suggestions and she was viewed as 
sounding board if they were experiencing problems (INT-T5-Y5MESH).   
 
In sub-school 2, one out of three middle level curriculum leaders, who saw it as her role, 
supported teachers with interpreting curriculum documents in learning areas that she taught, 
namely Year 8 Australian Curriculum Science and Mathematics (INT-Y8CL-Y8MS).  
According to a teacher, this middle level curriculum leader also supported teachers with the 
 
 
204 
 
implementation in these learning areas by providing guidelines and undertaking certain 
aspects of planning that had the overall effect of lightening the workload for teachers (INT-
T9-Y8MS).  This is demonstrated in the following comments contributed by a teacher:  
[She] ... has kept up to date with those [draft] changes [of Phase One maths and 
science] and what’s happening and taken most of the burden of re-writing that 
information and re-doing our rubrics and things that we need for our assessment 
items. (INT-T9-Y8MS)  
 
All four middle level curriculum leaders in sub-school 3 reported strategies of support in their 
involvement with implementing the new curriculum.  One of these leaders was found to 
support staff in sub-school 2, who sought his advice around development of assessment 
marking criteria for Australian Curriculum Mathematics (INT-MCL-Y10M).  This middle 
level curriculum leader explained that whilst it was not part of his formal responsibilities to 
implement this learning area in sub-school 2, he nonetheless offered his opinion on how he 
would approach it and how it is done in Year 10 of sub-school 3 (INT-MCL-Y10M).  Two 
middle level curriculum leaders reported that they kept teachers informed of relevant 
information to support them in their planning for the implementation of the new curriculum 
(INT-ECL-Y10E; INT-SCL-Y10S).  One of these middle level curriculum leaders also 
supported teachers in this planning by facilitating a meeting to develop units of work for the 
Year 10 Australian Curriculum Science program (INT-SCL-Y10S).  Another middle level 
curriculum reported that she supported teachers in the planning of the new curriculum by 
providing guidance in understanding the requirements of the new curriculum and how these 
might translate into units of work and students’ work (INT-HCL-Y10H).   
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5.5.3.4 Demonstrating trust in teachers  
Demonstrating trust in teachers was another strategy found to be referred to by two middle 
level curriculum leaders in sub-school 3.  One middle level curriculum leader was of the view 
that it was not her job to write all units of work for the Year 10 Australian Curriculum 
Science program, because she did not teach or specialise in all strands of science that form 
part of the program.  She said,  
I don’t think it is my job to write’, you know, ‘implement this by myself when I don’t 
teach all the units because I’m a Bio [Biology] specialist.  I don’t think it’s right for 
me to be writing the Physics units.  I want the Physics teachers to write them.’ (INT-
SCL-Y10S) 
This middle level curriculum leader added that as long as teachers make “sure what they’re 
doing fits in with ACARA [the Australian Curriculum] and it fits in with the differentiated 
unit plans” (INT-SCL-Y10S), then she was “happy” (INT-SCL-Y10S) and she did not need 
to be “telling these teachers what to do and when to do it” (INT-SCL-Y10S).  In relation to 
determining students’ overall level of achievement with two assessment criteria under the 
Australian Curriculum Science, this middle level curriculum leader stated that she trusted her 
teachers with exercising appropriate professional judgement in doing this (INT-SCL-Y10S).  
The findings here demonstrated that this middle level curriculum leader trusted teachers with 
the work of planning, developing units of work, and exercising professional judgement in 
determining students’ results in their area of specialisation.  This leader acknowledged that 
these teachers possessed the subject-specific knowledge and were therefore in the best 
position to develop the curriculum.  
 
In relation to the Australian Curriculum English program, the middle level curriculum leader 
was also found to demonstrate trust in one of the teachers in his department by inviting this 
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teacher to provide school-based professional development to other teachers on the topic of 
developing assessment marking criteria.  According to this middle level curriculum leader, 
there was a lack of resources available and a reluctance on the part of QSA to provide 
professional development in this area (INT-ECL-Y10E).  Because the teacher concerned was 
an experienced teacher in developing assessments and associated marking criteria in other 
learning areas, he organised for her to conduct a professional development session for other 
teachers on “how to use and understand” (INT-ECL-Y10E) marking criteria for Year 10 
Australian Curriculum English.  Interview responses from this teacher confirmed that she 
conducted this professional development in which this middle level curriculum leader had 
organised (INT-T10-Y10E).  She explained that her work as a panellist for legal studies in 
which she has been trained to review and provide advice to other schools on assessments and 
marking criteria helped her to make sense of how to develop assessment marking criteria for 
the 10 Australian Curriculum English program (INT-T10-Y10E).       
 
5.5.3.5 Key findings across the different sub-schools 
Strategies of collaboration and support were referred to by the majority of middle level 
curriculum leaders across the three sub-schools in their leadership of implementing the new 
curriculum.  Formal authority was referred to by half of the middle level curriculum leaders 
interviewed (four out of eight).  It was noted that no middle level curriculum leader from sub-
school 2 referred to their formal authority in their efforts to plan for the implementation of the 
new curriculum.  A lack of clarity around the middle level curriculum leader role in sub-
school 2, and the broad nature of the role made it difficult for these leaders to refer to their 
formal authority in leading the implementation of this curriculum.  Thus, these leaders mainly 
implemented the curriculum in their role as classroom teachers rather than as middle level 
curriculum leaders.  At the middle level of curriculum leadership, it was noted that only two 
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leaders in sub-school 3 demonstrated trust in teachers that they considered as the experts and 
the most suitable individuals to undertake the work.   
 
5.6 Key findings across the different levels of curriculum leadership 
Several key findings can be distilled from the different levels of curriculum leadership 
exercised in the school pertaining to the implementation of the new curriculum.  First, a 
number of supportive strategies were referred to by the majority of senior and middle level 
curriculum leaders.  Second, the school principal mainly relied upon his formal authority by 
delegating to others further down the hierarchy to carry out the implementation of the 
curriculum.  Reliance on one’s positional authority to direct others to do the work was a 
strategy observed less at the lower levels of curriculum leadership.  For instance, six out of 
eight senior level curriculum leaders in comparison to four out of nine middle level 
curriculum leaders alluded to practices in which they engaged that supported a reliance on 
their formal authority in leading the implementation of this new curriculum.  The former 
executive leader for teaching and learning was also described by her colleagues as relying 
heavily upon her formal authority in directing others to undertake this work in comparison to 
other senior level curriculum leaders who referred to their formal authority less in the 
implementation of this curriculum.  
 
As already noted in earlier sections, some strategies that were referred to by one or two senior 
or middle level curriculum leaders could be described as idiosyncratic to their role or sub-
school context.  Building relationships was only referred to by the two pedagogical leaders at 
the senior level of curriculum leadership, who saw this strategy as being important given that 
their role was of a support nature.  The head of sub-school 1 was identified as the only 
participant who referred to protection as a strategy in her efforts to protect teachers in sub-
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school 1 from additional stress of adopting multiple changes.  This senior leader directed 
school personnel from other parts of the school to cease their work in implementing such 
changes in this sub-school, so that teachers can cope better with implementing all four Phase 
One learning areas.   
 
Furthermore, in sub-school 3, both senior level curriculum leaders and two out of four middle 
level curriculum leaders demonstrated trust in middle level curriculum leaders and teachers 
respectively.  The middle level curriculum leader role in sub-school 3 is framed traditionally 
and individuals in these roles are said to possess specialist knowledge and curriculum 
experience.  Thus, middle level curriculum leaders in sub-school 3 were trusted by the two 
senior level curriculum leaders to carry out the work of planning for the implementation of 
this curriculum.  Similarly, two middle level curriculum leaders perceived a teacher or 
teachers in their learning area as having the specialist knowledge in certain aspects of this 
planning and trusted them to carry out these aspects of planning for the implementation of 
this curriculum.   
 
It is also of interest to note from the findings that a number of the senior and middle level 
curriculum leaders (eight out of 18) employed strategies that challenged some aspect of the 
status quo at the case school.  The senior level curriculum leader and middle level curriculum 
leaders of sub-school 2 redefined established role and responsibilities of the middle level 
curriculum leader position in order for them to be useful in the implementation of this 
curriculum.  One of these leaders and two senior level curriculum leaders also employed 
strategies that challenged the sub-school silo culture at the school in their role in 
implementing this curriculum, namely collaboration and building relationship respectively. 
Furthermore, the two senior level curriculum leaders of sub-school 2 challenged the school’s 
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existing processes by utilising their membership of an association to organise relevant 
professional development to support their staff in planning for the implementation of this 
curriculum.   The findings here seem to suggest that these leaders have adopted a catalyst role 
in the implementation of the new curriculum, whereby they looked for a better way of doing 
things in the face of the status quo that existed at the school, which presented challenges for 
them in implementing the new curriculum.    
 
5.7 Chapter Five Conclusion 
This chapter has presented the findings around sub-school question 1, “What strategies are 
used by the school curriculum leadership team to lead the implementation of a national 
curriculum?”  The chapter commenced with a description of the organisational context of the 
case school.  This contributed to providing a rich background to understanding the context in 
which the leadership of the implementation of the national curriculum took place.  The 
whole-school approach that the case school took to implement the new curriculum was then 
outlined.  Strategies were organised under the different levels of curriculum leadership roles 
that made up the school curriculum leadership team, namely: school principal; senior middle 
level curriculum leaders; and middle level curriculum leaders.  Table 5.3 summarises the 
strategies employed by these leaders.  The next chapter presents findings around sub-research 
question 2. 
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Table 5.3 
Summary of strategies employed by members of the school curriculum leadership team 
♦ Individuals in these roles did not participate in the research.  Strategies employed by these leaders are according to the accounts of other interviewees. 
♠ Demonstrating trust in the former executive leader for teaching and learning, senior and middle level curriculum leaders, and teachers 
♣ Demonstrating trust in middle level curriculum leaders 
▼ Demonstrating trust in teachers
Strategies: Use of formal 
authority 
Negotiation Support Building 
relationship 
Collaboration Protection Demonstrating 
trust in staff  
Challenging the 
status quo 
School principal         ♠  
Senior level curriculum leaders:          
Former executive leader for 
teaching and learning ♦ 
 
       
Pedagogical leader for future 
thinking (maths) 
 
       
Pedagogical leader for human 
endeavour (history) 
 
       
Head of sub-school 1         
Head of sub-school 3        ♣  
Sub-school 1 curriculum 
coordinator 
        
Sub-school 2 curriculum 
coordinator 
        
Sub-school 3 curriculum 
coordinator 
       ♣  
Middle level curriculum leaders:         
Preparatory Year – Year 2 
curriculum leader 
 
       
Years 3 to 6 curriculum leader ♦         
Year 7 curriculum leader         
Year 8 curriculum leader         
Year 9 curriculum leader         
Maths curriculum leader         
English curriculum leader        ▼  
Science curriculum leader        ▼  
History curriculum leader         
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CHAPTER SIX: FINDINGS 
6.1 Chapter Six Introduction 
The findings presented in this chapter are framed around sub-research question 2, “What 
challenges and enablers, including those in relation to professional development, are 
encountered by the school curriculum leadership team (i.e., school principal, and senior and 
middle level curriculum leaders) when implementing a national curriculum?”  Section 6.2 
presents key findings around challenges, whilst Section 6.3 presents key findings around 
enablers encountered by members of the school curriculum leadership team. 
 
6.2 Challenges 
The context in which the school curriculum leadership team led the implementation of Phase 
One learning areas of the Australian Curriculum around 2011 was characterised by a climate 
of change.  Alongside the implementation of Phase One learning areas was a set of multiple 
changes including the introduction of a new learning management model, a staff performance 
appraisal system, and teaching and learning initiatives, all of which were driven by the school 
principal in an attempt to achieve his vision of where he saw the school needs to be in terms 
of teaching and learning practices.  It could be argued that this context of change exacerbated 
the nature and type of challenges these school leaders encountered in implementing the new 
curriculum.  Four main themes emerged from the data in relation to these challenges.  The 
challenges related to: the school’s new learning management model (Section 6.2.1); the lack 
of support in terms of time and resources (Section 6.2.2); the requirements of the Australian 
Curriculum in developing assessment marking criteria (Section 6.3.3); and a lack of relevant 
professional development opportunities to support planning and implementation of this 
curriculum (Section 6.3.4).  These themes are elaborated below.    
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6.2.1 Challenges related to learning management model 
In 2011, the new learning management model was introduced in the school with the intent of 
distinguishing it from approaches to teaching and learning offered by other independent 
schools.  At the time of the research, the new model had been in place for approximately two 
and a half years.  Yet a strong theme that emerged from both the interview data and online 
questionnaires was the problematic nature of the new learning management model as reported 
by participants at the senior, middle and classroom levels of the organisation.  A key problem 
with the model was the lack of clarity around roles and responsibilities of new positions 
introduced.  This problem made the implementation of the new curriculum more challenging 
as demonstrated by participants’ comments discussed below.  
 
Lack of clarity around roles and responsibilities was a theme that emerged from comments 
provided by senior (OQ-SLCL2; INT-S1CC-PY-6; INT-PLHEL-PY-Y10H; INT-S2CC-Y7-
9; INT-S3CC-Y10-12) and middle level curriculum leaders (INT-Y7CL-Y7MS; INT-Y8CL-
Y8MS; INT-Y9CL-Y9EH), and teachers (INT-T6-Y7E-Y8&9H; INT-T7-Y8&9E&Y7&8H; 
INT-T8-Y10H).  For example, one senior level curriculum leader stated:  
The most significant challenges [to the implementation of the new curriculum] were 
twofold. On one hand we had new curriculum and on the other a new school structure. 
The structure change [new learning management model] caused angst as teachers 
were not sure who to approach and mixed messages were being received [regarding 
this].  At the same time, the teaching and learning team was developing new formats 
for the writing of a differentiated curriculum.  No teacher felt in their comfort zone 
and we had to look after the emotional side of staff.  (OQ-SLCL2) 
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From interviews, three senior level curriculum leaders also expressed concerns about a lack 
of clarity surrounding the roles of staff in leading the implementation of the new curriculum.  
One of these leaders said: 
... [it] was very difficult to know who was supposed to do what.  No-one knew where 
to go and ... [in sub-school 1] ... it was difficult.  (INT-S1CC-PY-6) 
Another senior level curriculum leader stated:  
So there was a lot going on and I think it in some ways that maybe ... caused a certain 
amount of angst because everyone was in these new roles and everyone was a little bit 
unsure of what that role would mean and ‘what’s your task and what’s yours and 
who’s taking responsibility for this and who’s doing that?’.  And I think sometimes in 
our year level meetings, that was difficult, because we’d have more than one person 
feeling that was their sphere and no-one was very sure exactly what the bigger picture 
should be.  (INT-PLHEL-PY-Y10H) 
Similarly, the third senior level curriculum leader said that “people didn’t know what to do 
with the [pedagogical leaders]” (INT-S2CC-Y7-9), which was a role introduced as part of the 
new learning management model.  Consistent with this finding, a fourth senior level 
curriculum leader indicated that he had no involvement with pedagogical leaders in the 
implementation of the Australian Curriculum (INT-S3CC-Y10-12), because he did not 
possess a clear understanding of how he would work with them in terms of implementing this 
curriculum.  This helps to explain why pedagogical leaders had limited involvement in the 
implementation of the new curriculum, as was noted in Chapter Five.   
 
Confusion also existed around the roles and responsibilities of sub-school 2 middle level 
curriculum leaders (Years 7, 8, and 9 curriculum leaders).  As noted in Chapter Five, middle 
level curriculum leader positions introduced in sub-school 2 as part of the new learning 
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management model were designed to enable all teachers to have access to curriculum 
leadership and expertise. This proved challenging for individuals in these roles, as they did 
not possess discipline-specific knowledge in all subject offerings at a year level.  
Consequently, this caused confusion in relation to the roles and responsibilities of middle 
level curriculum leaders in sub-school 2.  It also raised questions about the effectiveness of 
the new learning management model. 
 
All three sub-school 2 middle level curriculum leaders who were interviewed indicated that 
the new learning management model created confusion in sub-school 2 for teachers in terms 
of who to approach for curriculum guidance with the implementation of Phase One learning 
areas (INT-Y7CL-Y7MS; INT-Y8CL-Y8MS; INT-Y9CL-Y9EH).  For instance, one sub-
school 2 middle level curriculum leader stated, “People were confused ... people didn’t know 
where to go” (INT-Y9CL-Y9EH).  Another pointed out that the implementation of Phase One 
learning areas of the Australian Curriculum could have been more effective if middle level 
curriculum leader roles in sub-school 2 were more discipline focused and individuals in these 
roles possess the relevant discipline-specific knowledge (INT-Y7CL-Y7MS).  A third sub-
school 2 middle level curriculum leader stressed the importance of having people, such as 
middle level curriculum leaders, become “up-skilled” (INT-Y8CL-Y8MS).  By this, she 
meant that these leaders receive appropriate and adequate training in implementing Phase 
One learning areas and be seen as “people to go to” for curriculum advice and guidance 
(INT-Y8CL-Y8MS).  These extracts from interview data further demonstrate that the new 
learning management model posed challenges for sub-school 2 curriculum leaders in leading 
the implementation of the Australian Curriculum, as they did not possess specialist 
knowledge in all Phase One learning areas nor the adequate skills to support teachers in 
planning and implementing this curriculum.   
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Interview comments from three out of four sub-school 2 teachers were consistent with the 
above findings about the new learning management model.  These teachers reported that they 
did not work with the middle level curriculum leader of their year level in planning the 
implementation of the Phase One learning area/s that they teach as the middle level 
curriculum leader did not possess discipline-specific knowledge in these learning areas (INT-
T6-Y7E-Y8&9H; INT-T7-Y8&9E&Y7&8H; INT-T8-Y10H).  For instance, one teacher 
stated, “my [Year 7 curriculum leader] ... actually teaches maths and science ... I just don’t 
feel I can get the feedback from him on geography and history” (INT-T8-Y10H).  Similarly, 
another teacher indicated that the Year 7 curriculum leader had “nothing to do with” (INT-
T6-Y7E-Y8&9H) Phase One English as his teaching areas are maths and science.  The 
findings reinforce the view that individuals appointed in the new middle level curriculum 
leader positions in sub-school 2, which were introduced as part of the new learning 
management model, found it challenging to provide teachers with curriculum guidance and 
support in planning the implementation of the new curriculum.  
 
6.2.2 Challenges related to support  
As stated previously, the case school commenced the implementation of the Australian 
Curriculum at the start of the school year in 2011, at which time the latest online version of 
this curriculum was still in draft form.  Multiple school-based initiatives were also being 
adopted in the school around this time.  In light of these circumstances, it was not surprising 
to identify that some middle level curriculum leaders reported challenges around support in 
relation to time and resources to plan for the implementation of the new curriculum.  These 
findings are elaborated below.   
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Lack of time 
Findings from interviews and the online questionnaire demonstrated that all eight middle 
level curriculum leader participants nominated a lack of time to engage in planning the 
implementation of the new curriculum.  Three out of eight middle level curriculum leaders 
from the online questionnaire reported time as being the most significant challenge that they 
encountered in implementing Phase One of the Australian Curriculum (OQ-MLCL1-S; OQ-
MLCL2; OQ-MLCL5-Y8MS).  This is demonstrated in the following comments contributed 
by these leaders: “time for the planning - having funds available for teachers to be withdrawn 
from classes to work collaboratively” (Q-MLCL1-S); “Time allocation given to decipher 
curriculum and given to constructing units and resourcing units.” (OQ-MLCL2); and “TIME 
- to meet, to get our heads around the curriculum document and then to plan.” (OQ-MLCL5-
Y8MS).   
 
From interviews, all eight middle level curriculum leaders from across the three sub-schools 
also reported a lack of time as a key challenge that they encountered in planning the 
implementation of this curriculum (INT-PY2CL-PY-Y2MESH; INT-Y7CL-Y7MS; INT-
Y8CL-Y8MS; INT-Y9CL-Y9EH; INT-MCL-Y10M; INT-MCL-Y10E; INT-MCL-Y10S; 
INT-MCL-Y10H).  For example, the middle level curriculum leader of sub-school 1 stated 
that “the challenge is probably time of getting to write ... new units” (INT-PY2CL-PY-
Y2MESH).   
 
Consistent with the above findings, the school principal also stated that “[t]he timelines were 
challenging” for staff in implementing this curriculum (OQ-SP-PY-Y10).  Seven out of eight 
senior level curriculum leaders interviewed also indicated a lack time for planning as being a 
challenge for staff in planning the implementation of this curriculum (INT-HSS1-PY-Y6; 
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INT-HSS3-Y10-12; INT-SS1CC-PY-Y6; INT-SS2CC-Y7-9; INT-SS3CC-Y10-12; INT-
PLFTL-PY-Y10M; INT-PLHEL-PY-Y10H).  For instance, one senior level curriculum 
leader explained that there was a lack of time for staff to “unpack” (i.e., deconstruct and 
understand) the new curriculum as part of planning the implementation of this curriculum 
(INT-HSS1-PY-Y6).  These senior leaders reported a lack of time as having presented a 
challenge for middle level curriculum leaders and teachers and not specifically for 
themselves.  This finding was not surprising given that senior leaders relied on, and delegated 
the work of planning the implementation of this curriculum to, middle level curriculum 
leaders and teachers of Phase One learning areas in their respective sub-school as 
demonstrated in Chapter Five.   
 
Two key factors were found to contribute to a lack of time to plan the implementation of the 
Australian Curriculum for middle level curriculum leaders.  First, the decision by the school 
principal to commence implementation of Phase One learning areas of the Australian 
Curriculum in 2011 contributed to staff having limited time to plan and write units of work 
for this curriculum because they had competing interests.  This decision resulted in staff 
planning for this implementation during 2010.  At this time, Phase One learning areas of 
Australian Curriculum were available in draft form on the ACARA website.  Therefore, 
planning and development of units of work were based on these draft curriculum documents.  
However, in December 2010 another version of the online curriculum was published by 
ACARA for Phase One learning areas with significant changes.  Consequently, staff had 
limited time to review and update these units of work and resources to be used during term 1 
of 2011.  This is demonstrated in following comments from a senior level curriculum leader:   
... people started their planning in that last six months of 2010 ... So, you’re producing 
these massive big things in 2010 ... and then the final draft came out and there were 
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huge changes ... So then you had to suddenly turn around without the resources and 
without, you know, materials ... a lot of help to produce again more documents.  So ... 
everyone’s head was spinning and the amount of content, for instance, in history 
meant that people had to learn content to teach the content.  (INT-PLHEL-PY-Y10H) 
Second, the adoption of multiple changes around 2011 further exacerbated this time 
constraint.  This is demonstrated by the following comments offered by the school principal: 
“[The time constraint] was exacerbated with the other initiatives we were focusing on at the 
same time, Differentiation of the Curriculum being one, the rollout of a 1:1 laptop program 
being another” (OQ-SP-PY-Y10).  Teaching staff were also expected to come to grips with 
the new learning management model that was introduced at the start of 2011.  Thus, staff 
were faced with the challenge of planning for the implementation of the new curriculum with 
limited time.   
 
The school sector curriculum officer from the independent school sector association, who 
possessed considerable experience in providing consultancy to independent schools in 
planning for the implementation of the Australian Curriculum, observed that “some schools 
get into all sorts of trouble in implementing this curriculum based on draft curriculum 
documents published by ACARA” (INT-SSCO).  She elaborated that in the final version of 
these curriculum documents, these documents were “different” (INT-SSCO), which meant 
teachers had to replan teaching and learning around the most updated version of the learning 
areas concerned.  These findings suggest challenges are likely to be presented when schools 
decide to plan earlier for the implementation of curriculum change based on draft curriculum 
documents.   
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The time constraints made it challenging for some staff to be responsive to the multiple 
demands and changes, as well as effectively plan the implementation of the new curriculum.  
This was a particular issue in sub-school 1.  The majority of interviewees (seven out of eight) 
who were involved in the implementation of the new curriculum in sub-school 1 reported that 
staff experienced significant stress and found it difficult to respond to these demands (INT-
HSS1-PY-Y6; INT-SS1CC-PY-Y6; INT-PLHEL-PY-Y10H; INT-PY2CL-PY-Y2MESH; 
INT-T3-Y3MESH; INT-T5-Y5MESH; INT-T4-Y4MESH).  One senior level curriculum 
leader stated:   
So people [in sub-school 1] were very stressed, very, and it was just too much work.  
It was just too much change at once ... so it wasn’t ACARA [Australian Curriculum] 
alone, it was the other changes that the school had going on at the same time.  So we 
literally threw out everything, you know, in one go and started from scratch.  (INT-
SS1CC-PY-Y6) 
Similarly, another senior level curriculum leader commented:   
It was tough in semester one of 2011.  That was a really tough time for these staff 
down here [in sub-school 1].  We took on maths, English and science all at once, as 
well as some whole school changes for them, so they had that on.  (INT-HSS1-PY-
Y6) 
These participants also highlighted that because teachers in sub-school 1 taught in all four 
Phase One learning areas, they were expected to plan for the implementation of these 
learning areas simultaneously, and this was a significant factor that adversely impacted on 
their well-being.  This was not the case in sub-schools 2 and 3 where teachers have subject 
specialisation and may only have to plan for one or two Phase One learning areas at the same 
time.   
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The above findings corroborated responses from the middle level curriculum leader (INT-
PY2CL-PY-Y2MESH) and three teachers of sub-school 1 (INT-T3-Y3MESH; INT-T5-
Y5MESH; INT-T4-Y4MESH).  One teacher reported that teaching staff of sub-school 1 were 
“very stressed” (INT-T3-Y3MESH) and that this was largely attributed to the fact that sub-
school 1 teachers teach in all learning areas and were expected to plan for the implementation 
of all four Phase One learning areas.  Consequently, this further exacerbated existing time 
constraints in sub-school 1, which made it difficult for them to be responsive to multiple 
changes and demands, as well as effectively plan for the implementation of the Australian 
Curriculum.  
 
Consistent with the above findings, and according to the senior level curriculum leaders of 
sub-schools 2 and 3, the adoption of multiple changes around the same time as the 
implementation of the Australian Curriculum negatively impacted on staff morale (INT-
SS2CC-Y7-9; INT-SS3CC-Y10-12; INT-HSS3-Y10-12).  For instance, the senior level 
curriculum leader of sub-school 2 reported that there was “a very big upheaval” by staff 
(INT-SS2CC-Y7-9), whilst a senior level curriculum leader of sub-school 3 reported “staff ... 
[in the whole school were] getting a bit change fatigued” (INT-SS3CC-Y10-12) in response 
to the expectation of adopting multiple changes in the school around the same time as the 
implementation of the new curriculum.  
 
Lack of resources 
Lack of resources was also identified as presenting challenges for planning the 
implementation of the Australian Curriculum around 2011.  One middle level curriculum 
leader from the online questionnaire (OQ-MLCL3-Y1&2), and four senior and four middle 
level curriculum leaders (INT-PLHEL-PY-Y10H; INT-HSS1-PY-Y6; INT-SS1CC-PY-6; 
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INT-SS2CC-Y7-9; INT-PY2CL-PY-Y2MESH; INT-Y7CL-Y7MS; INT-Y8CL-Y8MS; INT-
Y9CL-Y9EH) from interviews reported a lack of resources as being problematic for school-
based planning and implementation of the new curriculum.  One middle level curriculum 
leader reported this challenge in relation to the implementation of Phase One history in the 
early years (i.e., Preparatory Year to Year 2) as follows:    
One of the most significant challenges has been the gathering of resources to be used, 
particularly in the implementation of the history curriculum. In the early years, the 
history curriculum relies on using objects, photos and books.  We have found that we 
had very little in the way of artefacts and photos and it has taken time to build up the 
resources we need to adequately implement the history units.  (OQ-MLCL3-Y1&2)    
 
A lack of resources was a particular challenging issue in sub-school 1.  This was mainly due 
to the fact that in sub-school 1 teachers generally teach in all four Phase One learning areas 
and were expected to plan for the implementation of these learning areas simultaneously, as 
explained earlier.  According to three senior and one middle level curriculum leaders, staff of 
sub-school 1 were faced with challenges related to a lack of resources for not one but four 
learning areas around the same time (INT-PLHEL-PY-Y10H; INT-HSS1-PY-Y6; INT-
SS1CC-PY-6; INT-PY2CL-PY-Y2MESH).  One senior level curriculum leader noted: 
I really believe it’s because we had [to implement] all the [four] different [Phase One 
learning] areas.  If it was just one subject ... English wasn’t too difficult, but maths 
was extremely difficult, science was difficult, history was difficult because [teachers] 
didn’t have ... the resources to assist them” (INT-SS1CC-PY-6) 
Not surprisingly, the majority of teacher participants in sub-school 1 (three out of five) also 
indicated that the expectation to implement of all four Phase One learning areas in 2011 in 
sub-school 1 exacerbated the challenges presented by a lack of resources (INT-PY2CL-PY-
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Y2MESH; INT-T3-Y3MESH; INT-T4-Y4MESH; INT-T5-Y5MESH).  The following 
comments from one teacher illustrated this concern: 
So, it was hard. It was hard, I think, that doing it all at the one time ... taking one 
subject at a time would’ve allowed us to not become as overwhelmed and gathering 
new resources and all that stuff.  You know we had to make all of our resources and 
all those sort of things as well that weren’t taken into account because there wasn’t 
anything available at the time. (INT-T3-Y3MESH) 
The findings here further demonstrated the challenges faced by staff in planning the 
implementation of the new curriculum when scarce resources were available around 2011.   
This challenge was further exacerbated for teachers of sub-school 1 as they were expected to 
implement all four Phase One learning areas at this time.  
 
There was also a consistent view amongst one senior level curriculum leader and all three 
middle level curriculum leaders of sub-school 2 that there were few resources that they could 
call upon to assist in the development of units of work for Phase One learning areas (INT-
SS2CC-Y7-9; INT-Y7CL-Y7MS; INT-Y8CL-Y8MS; INT-Y9CL-Y9EH).  One middle level 
curriculum leader commented: “There was nothing to find because ... I don’t think even 
ACARA had anything out then” (INT-Y9CL-Y9EH).  Similarly, another middle level 
curriculum leader reported that there was a “lack of resources from QSA [Queensland Studies 
Authority]” (INT-Y8CL-Y8MS) to support teachers with development of units of work.  
Thus, a lack of resources from education bodies, such as ACARA and QSA, was seen as an 
impediment by the aforementioned participants in planning and implementing the Australian 
Curriculum.  
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In relation to sub-school 3, there was a consistent view amongst the majority of middle level 
curriculum leaders (three out of four) that there was a lack of resources from educational 
bodies, such as ACARA and QSA, to support teachers in planning the implementation of the 
new curriculum.  One of these leaders reported a concern with resources in the 
implementation of Year 10 Phase One English (INT-ECL-Y10E) in relation to the 
development of assessment marking criteria.  This middle level curriculum leader also 
indicated that QSA (now QCAA), the statutory education body in Queensland with 
responsibility for assessment and reporting in relation to the Australian Curriculum at this 
time, was reluctant to provide guidance and advice around these matters.  This was 
demonstrated in the following comments this middle level curriculum leader contributed: 
“they won’t give me straight answers about this stuff” (INT-ECL-Y10E).  This finding is 
perhaps not surprising, as at the time QSA was coming to terms with the Australian 
Curriculum and the ramifications that this curriculum would have on assessment and 
reporting matters for which it was responsible.  A similar sentiment was held by two other 
middle level curriculum leaders of sub-school 2 (INT-MCL-Y10M; INT-HCL-Y10H) with 
one stating that QSA was “very vague” (INT-MCL-Y10M) with information in relation to 
these matters.  The fourth middle level curriculum leader, however, explained that she and 
her staff “didn’t seem to need” to refer to QSA as they were “happy with what ... [they’ve] ... 
done” in planning and developing the work program and units of work for Year 10 Phase One 
science (INT-SCL-Y10S).  Thus, challenges around a lack of resources were generally 
encountered by staff across the three sub-schools in planning for the implementation of the 
Australian Curriculum around 2011. 
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6.2.3 Challenges related to lack of professional development opportunities  
A lack of professional development opportunities to support the implementation of the new 
curriculum was another theme that emerged from the online questionnaire and interviews.  
One middle level curriculum leader reported this challenge as follows:  
Lack of inservicing available to develop a shared understanding about learning area 
standard descriptors and then standard elaborations - exacerbated now by the different 
approaches used by each sub-school ... Limited opportunities available to 'in-service' 
teams to develop shared understandings of shifts in emphasis.  (OQ-MLCL5-Y8MS) 
Moreover, the majority of online questionnaire respondents (12 out of 17 who responded to 
this item) indicated strongly agree or agree to a Likert item that asked them whether they 
would like to attend more professional development activities through external providers in 
relation to implementing Phase One learning areas.  These findings suggest that participants 
would have appreciated more professional development to support them in their work of 
planning for the implementation of the Australia Curriculum.     
 
Data from interviews also suggested that the level of professional development provided 
externally was not sufficient to support staff in implementing the new curriculum, 
particularly around 2011 when the school commenced implementation of this curriculum.  In 
particular, two senior level curriculum leaders pointed to this (INT-SS2CC-Y7-9; INT-
PLHEL-PY-Y10H) as one said, “PD [professional development] wasn’t available, you know, 
and ... what QSA put on was just so theoretical.  There was nothing practical.  I still haven’t 
seen anything practical in terms of PD that’s come out” (INT-SS2CC-Y7-9).  Such comments 
also revealed this participant’s perception of external professional development as being 
more useful when it is practical as opposed to it being theoretical.  As mentioned earlier, a 
middle level curriculum leader reported that external professional development opportunities 
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around development of marking criteria for Year 10 Phase One English were not available 
from QSA (INT-ECL-Y10E).  According to the accounts of these interviewees, externally 
provided professional development opportunities to support staff in planning for the 
implementation of the Australian Curriculum through external educational bodies were 
limited.  
 
A lack of relevant school-based professional development opportunities to support planning 
of the new curriculum was also reported by two middle level curriculum leaders (INT-Y7CL-
Y7MS; INT-Y9CL-Y9EH).  As noted in Chapter Five, school-based professional 
development opportunities were not specific to the Australian Curriculum.  Instead, these 
school-based professional development opportunities were focused on differentiation of the 
curriculum and integration of information and communications technology (ICT) into 
teaching and learning, both of which were key initiatives that the school was pursuing at the 
same time.  One middle level curriculum leader said:  
To date, there’s been no professional development with regards to [Australian 
Curriculum] that we’ve received here [at the school] ... well that I’ve been involved 
with anyway ... so it’s really been a matter of, you know, we’re doing [Australian 
Curriculum], find the documents here, you read them, you interpret them.  There 
hasn’t been any professional development of how to, how to do it, how to unpack.  
So, it’s been very much led by us [i.e., teachers of Phase One learning areas].  (INT-
Y9CL-Y9EH) 
Thus, the lack of school-based professional development opportunities specific to 
implementing the Australian Curriculum was seen by some as inadequate and problematic.  
The above excerpt also illustrated that as a result of the lack of school-based professional 
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development opportunities, staff were left with little support to make sense of, plan and 
implement the new curriculum. 
 
Some data suggested that more school-based professional development opportunities would 
have proved helpful to support staff with planning for the implementation of the new 
curriculum.  Two middle level curriculum leaders reported that one of the school-based 
professional development sessions that was offered concerning methods of inquiry around the 
teaching of Australian Curriculum History was viewed as being relevant. (INT-Y9CL-Y9EH; 
INT-PY2CL-PY-Y2MESH).  Five teachers who attended this school-based professional 
development activity viewed it as helpful to plan for the implementation of Australian 
Curriculum History (INT-T6-Y7E-Y8&9H; INT-T7-Y8&9E&Y7&8H; INT-T8-Y10H; INT-
T3-Y3MESH; INT-T11-Y10S).    
 
Other participants did not explicitly comment on the lack of professional development as 
having been a hindrance in their planning for implementing the Australian Curriculum.  
However, as identified earlier, some of these participants alluded to resources being 
particularly scarce around 2011 in their planning of the new curriculum.  This finding is 
nonetheless consistent with the findings that professional development opportunities were 
scarce at this time.  These findings are not surprising given that the case school commenced 
implementation of Phase One learning areas in 2011 when the Australian Curriculum was in 
draft form.  At this time, there was a dearth of teaching and learning resources available not 
only from external education providers but also from commercial publishers to support the 
implementation.  
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6.2.4 Challenges related to requirements of the Australian Curriculum 
Challenges reported by a number of senior and middle level curriculum leaders in planning 
the implementation of the new curriculum were related to the requirements of the Australian 
Curriculum.  This theme comprised two sub-themes, namely: difficulty in planning for a 
significant amount of discipline-specific content; and difficulty in developing assessment 
marking criteria (for various reasons whereby one was a lack of resources and guidance to 
support teachers in this area as discussed earlier).  These sub-themes are elaborated next.  
 
Difficulty in planning for a significant amount of discipline-specific content 
There was a consistent view amongst a number of participants that the new curriculum 
required a significant amount of discipline-specific content to be taught and this presented as 
a challenge in planning for the implementation of this curriculum.  From the online 
questionnaire, three out of eight middle level curriculum leaders reported this challenge in 
their responses to open-ended items (OQ-MLCL3-Y1&2; OQ-MLCL6-Y6EH; OQ-MLCL7-
H).  One of these leaders said: “Teachers [are] finding the [curriculum] documentation 
overwhelming and the content heavy nature of the syllabus [as a challenge in planning for the 
implementation of this curriculum]” (OQ-MLCL7-H).  This participant further elaborated 
that the challenge is to cover the “content and skills that are required to be taught” (OQ-
MLCL7-H) within the teaching time available.  A similar message was echoed in interview 
responses, particularly in relation to Phase One maths in sub-schools 1 and 3. 
 
In relation to Phase One mathematics, one senior level curriculum leader, who worked 
closely with sub-school 1 teachers, reported that teachers “were having problems covering all 
the content” (INT-PLFTL-PY-Y10M), which was attributed to the Australian Curriculum 
prescribing content that would normally be covered at two year levels higher than would be 
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the case in the previous Queensland curriculum.  This meant “a lot of time was spent [by 
teachers] ... catching students up to where ... [the Australian Curriculum] assume that they 
were at” (INT-PLFTL-PY-Y10M).  Consequently, this reduced the time remaining for 
teachers to cover the prescribed content of the Australian Curriculum Mathematics at a year 
level.  This presented a challenge for this senior level curriculum leader in relation to how to 
support teachers in their planning to address the issue of ‘catch up’.  Similarly, a middle level 
curriculum leader in sub-school 3 reported that at the Year 10 level, students who are in the 
bottom 15 to 20 per cent of the grades struggle with the requirement of the Australian 
Curriculum Mathematics and the challenge that presented for him was how to cater for this 
group of students in planning the implementation of this curriculum (INT-MCL-Y10M).   
 
The above findings corroborated comments contributed by the school sector curriculum 
officer from the independent school sector association.  Specifically, in response to a question 
that sought her perception of key challenges for schools in planning for the implementation of 
the new curriculum, she said: 
... first of all is the issue of trying to catch up of being behind, that Queensland was 
clearly behind in our expectations.  So, for example, in maths ... work [that] typically 
has been in Year 5 in Queensland ... it is expected in Year 4 [in the Australian 
Curriculum].  So, we have had to catch up.  So ... schools have had to get their kids up 
to the point that they could take [on the Australian Curriculum].  (INT-SSCO) 
These findings seem to support the notion that there was a significant difference between the 
expectations of the Australian Curriculum and students’ ability to take on this new 
curriculum, particularly in the learning area of Australia Curriculum Mathematics for 
Queensland schools.   
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The challenge of negotiating the prescribed discipline-specific content in the draft Australian 
Curriculum was also reported by two senior level curriculum leaders in relation to Phase One 
history (INT-PLHEL-PY-Y10H; INT-SS2CC-Y7-9).  Both leaders indicated that there was a 
significant body of new history content to be taught.  With reference to sub-school 1, one 
senior level curriculum leader stated that Phase One history was very “content based” and 
that the significant “amount of content [to be taught] ... meant that people had to learn content 
to teach the content” (INT-PLHEL-PY-Y10H).  Similarly, the other senior level curriculum 
leader, who is also a teacher of Year 8 history, commented that a “whole different content” 
was required to be taught for Phase One history in sub-school 2 (INT-SS2CC-Y7-9).  Such 
comments were consistent with the view of the middle level curriculum leader in sub-school 
3 who noted that at this time, teachers were now required to teach more history discipline 
content under the Australian Curriculum at the Year 10 level (INT-HCL-Y10H).  This was in 
contrast to the past practice of an integrated approach to social sciences under the previous 
Queensland Studies of Society and Environment (SOSE) curriculum.  However, the 
Australian Curriculum was formally reviewed in 2014 and a post-review decision was that 
integration would return to humanities and social science subjects from Preparatory Year to 
Year 6, and discipline specialities would continue from Years 7 to 10.   
 
The above findings are consistent with interview comments contributed by the school sector 
curriculum officer from the independent sector school association, who stated: “we’ve now 
got Australian Curriculum that is so full, and got so much content that teachers in primary 
school are drowning in” (INT-SSCO).  With specific reference to Australian Curriculum 
Mathematics and ‘SOSE’, this participant noted that there was a “[de]finite gap” (INT-
SSCO) in knowledge and skills of teachers particularly in the primary years.  These findings 
suggest that such challenges are not confined to the case study school.   
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The shift from an integrated to a discipline-specific approach in the humanities and social 
science learning area of the Australian Curriculum presented challenges for the middle level 
curriculum leader in sub-school 3 with responsibility for Year 10 Australian Curriculum 
History.  Implementation required that she guide and support teachers in adopting the new 
discipline-specific teaching and learning pedagogies in their planning and preparation.  Such 
a shift in established school-based practice, at a time of other changes to teaching and 
learning in the school, proved challenging for the abovementioned participants in 
implementing this learning area.   
 
Difficulty in developing assessment marking scheme 
Difficulty in developing assessment marking schemes was another sub-theme around 
challenges related to requirements of the Australian Curriculum.  This was a particular issue 
in sub-school 2 with Phase One mathematics, and sub-school 3 in relation to Year 10 English 
and science.  This sub-theme is explored below.  
 
In sub-school 2, one senior and two middle level curriculum leaders reported a challenge in 
developing marking criteria for assessments for Phase One mathematics (INT-SS2CC-Y7-9; 
INT-Y7CL-Y7MS; INT-Y8CL-Y8MS).  This challenge stemmed from the QSA’s advice to 
schools around 2011 to replace a marks-based system with a standards-based criteria marking 
scheme in assessing and reporting on students’ results (INT-Y7CL-Y7MS; INT-Y8CL-
Y8MS).  Previously in Queensland, criteria-based assessment was only mandatory in Years 
11 and 12.  For instance, one middle level curriculum leader indicated that he struggled with 
how to implement this change as demonstrated in the following comments he contributed: 
“I’m still grappling ... with how we go about doing marking criteria base” (INT-Y7CL-
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Y7MS).  Similarly, the senior level curriculum leader reported that teachers found this 
change difficult and “were blown away” (INT-SS2CC-Y7-9) by it.   
 
As previously highlighted, a middle level curriculum leader reported difficulty in developing 
assessment marking criteria for Year 10 Australian Curriculum English (INT-ECL-Y10E).  
Another middle level curriculum leader reported a challenge in relation to determining and 
reporting on students’ end of semester and overall year results for Year 10 Australian 
Curriculum Science.  This challenge stemmed from the fact that under the Australian 
Curriculum Science, assessment tasks were evaluated against only two assessment criteria, 
whereas under the previous Queensland Science Curriculum, three assessment criteria were 
used to determine students’ overall level of achievement.  This middle level curriculum 
leader contributed the following comments which demonstrated that the use of two 
assessment criteria proved difficult in assessing and reporting on students’ results under the 
Australian Curriculum Science:  
So [prior to the implementation of the Australian Curriculum Science, students’] ... 
overall grade or level of achievement in Year 10 was basically calculated how we 
would do it in Years 11 and 12 and that sort of gave some continuity and the kids 
understood that the three criteria were separate and they were all [of equal weight].  
Now we only have two criteria and it’s like an average and to me, yeah you got a B 
here and a C there.  Do you give them a B-plus or a C-minus? (INT-SCL-Y10S) 
Thus, at the end of a semester a student who had completed four assessment items and had 
achieved overall grades of two A’s and a B-minus for the three criteria being assessed would 
typically achieve an overall level of achievement of an A-minus.  According to this middle 
level curriculum leader, this determination is problematic under Australian Curriculum 
Science whereby two assessment criteria are to be used (INT-SCL-Y10S).  
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There was a consistent view from the aforementioned participants that the difficulty of 
developing and using marking criteria to assess and report on students’ results was mainly 
attributed to different interpretations of the requirements in these areas.  This finding was not 
surprising as there were limited resources available to guide teachers in these areas, 
particularly when working with Australian Curriculum documents.  One middle level 
curriculum leader explained that limited resources in these areas “has allowed for open 
interpretation” of how to develop standards-based criteria sheets and how to use such criteria 
in assessing and reporting on students’ results in the learning area of mathematics” (INT-
Y8CL-Y8MS).  Consistent with this finding, another middle level curriculum leader reported 
that middle level curriculum leaders in sub-school 1 held different views of how to develop 
and use standards-based criteria for Phase One maths (INT-MCL-Y10M).  Thus, the 
difficulty experienced by participants in developing assessment marking criteria for the new 
curriculum was attributed to different interpretations of the requirements in this area, mainly 
due to a lack of resources to support teachers in developing such criteria.   
 
6.2.5 Challenges related to school culture and climate 
The school culture and climate could be described as characterised by an environment of 
constant change in the case school, whereby multiple changes were being adopted around 
2011 when it commenced the implementation of the Australian Curriculum.  As noted earlier, 
these changes included: differentiation of the curriculum; integration of ICT into teaching and 
learning; a staff performance appraisal system; and one-to-one laptop program.  This culture 
and climate of change proved difficult for some senior and middle level curriculum leaders in 
leading the implementation of this curriculum.  The data also revealed that a sub-school silo 
culture existed and this also presented challenges for some senior and middle level 
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curriculum leaders in implementing the Australian Curriculum across sub-schools.  This sub-
school silo culture was characterised by teachers working in isolation from other teachers of 
other sub-schools.  These two sub-themes around challenges in relation to the case school’s 
culture and climate are elaborated below.   
 
Challenges associated with a sub-school silo culture 
Two senior and the majority of middle level curriculum leaders (five out of eight) reported 
that a sub-school silo culture presented challenges in implementing the Australian 
Curriculum at the case school.  For instance, one senior level curriculum leader described 
sub-school 1 as being “very separate” (INT-PLFTL-PY-Y10M), whilst the other senior level 
curriculum leader said “very isolated” (INT-PLHEL-PY-Y10H) from the rest of the school.  
This made collaboration across sub-schools in implementing the Australian Curriculum 
challenging (INT-PLFTL-PY-Y10M; INT-PLHEL-PY-Y10H).  One senior level curriculum 
leader elaborated that a lack of “trust” (INT-PLFTL-PY-Y10M) was a significant issue 
associated with the silo culture whereby staff did not feel comfortable asking for assistance in 
relation to implementing the new curriculum from teachers outside their sub-school.   
 
Consistent with the above findings, the five middle level curriculum leaders reported that the 
sub-school silo culture proved challenging for them and/or other teachers to work with 
colleagues across the sub-schools in planning the implementation of the new curriculum 
(INT-Y7CL-Y7MS; INT-Y9CL-Y9EH; INT-MCL-Y10M; INT-ECL-Y10E; INT-SCL-
Y10S).  One middle level curriculum leader of sub-school 2 reported that some teachers felt 
that they could not go to other staff members outside of sub-school 2 to seek guidance and 
advice in implementing Phase One learning area/s that they were involved with implementing 
(INT-Y9CL-Y9EH).  Yet, this leader was of the view that teachers could approach staff 
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members of other sub-schools for help if they wished, although it would mean going to a sub-
school with which they felt they did not belong (INT-Y9CL-Y9EH).   
 
Another middle level curriculum leader of sub-school 2 was of the view that seeking 
guidance from staff in sub-school 3 on matters that related to sub-school 2 “wouldn’t be so 
warmly welcomed” (INT-Y7CL-Y7MS).  Such isolation was consistent with comments 
contributed by three middle level curriculum leaders from sub-school 3, with one leader 
reporting that when providing advice to other teachers across sub-schools that he “had to 
dabble carefully because ... [he is] not supposed to get involved” (INT-MCL-Y10M).  He 
clarified that “the school [i.e., senior management] has made it very clear” that his role does 
not span to other sub-schools and that he would not be compensated with time release to 
work with teachers from other sub-schools in implementing the Australian Curriculum 
Mathematics (INT-MCL-Y10M).  The following comments contributed by another middle 
level curriculum leader from sub-school 3 echoed a very similar message: 
In [sub-school 3], we have [curriculum leaders] who are curriculum specific and we 
are the ones with the knowledge in that subject area from Year 7 to Year 12 and then 
in [sub-school 2), you have [curriculum leaders] who are managing a year level, not a 
subject.  And the communication from sub-school 3] to [sub-school 2] doesn’t 
happen.  We’ve been told, we have been told several times [by senior management], 
no, numerous times that we are [sub-school 3 curriculum leaders] and our place is not 
in [sub-school 2]. (INT-SCL-Y10S) 
 
Similarly, a third middle level curriculum leader of sub-school 3 indicated that there was a 
lack of communication between him and middle level curriculum leaders in sub-school 2, 
particularly in Years 7 and 8, in relation to the planning of Australian Curriculum English 
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across the two sub-schools (INT-ECL-Y10E).  He explained that this was mainly due to the 
fact that these leaders were not specialist teachers in this learning area.  The findings here 
further demonstrated that a sub-school silo culture had developed at the case school and this 
presented challenges for these middle level curriculum leaders to work with other colleagues 
across sub-schools in planning the implementation of the new curriculum.  These findings 
also seem to suggest that a silo mentality was being promoted from those in the school 
hierarchy.   
 
Challenges associated with school climate of change 
A climate of change at the case school was found to be counter-productive to planning the 
implementation of the Australian Curriculum.  As detailed earlier, multiple changes being 
adopted around 2011, when the case school commenced implementation of the Australian 
Curriculum, adversely impacted on the well-being of staff particularly in sub-school 1 (INT-
HSS1-PY-Y6; INT-SS2CC-Y7-9; INT-PLHEL-PY-Y10H; INT-T1-PYMESH; INT-T2-
Y1MESH; INT-T3-Y3MESH; INT-T4-Y4MESH; INT-T5-Y5MESH). To recapitulate 
briefly, sub-school 1 staff were not only expected to adopt such changes, but also plan for the 
implementation of all four Phase One learning areas as they taught in all these learning areas.  
One teacher explained that the amount of work required of teachers to undertake this 
planning “impacted quite a lot on ... [teachers’] stress level and ... well-being” (INT-T3-
Y3MESH).  The stress experienced by these staff was not conducive to planning for the 
implementation of this curriculum, which was why the head of sub-school 1 instructed school 
personnel from other areas of the school to cease implementation of some changes in sub-
school 1.  This action was taken to support staff in this sub-school to cope better with 
implementing the new curriculum (INT-HSS1-PY-Y6).  One teacher in sub-school 1 also 
reported that this climate of change detracted from the focus of implementing the new 
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curriculum (INT-T4-Y4MESH).  The findings here demonstrated that the climate of change 
in the case school was not conducive to planning the implementation of the Australian 
Curriculum, especially in sub-school 1.   
 
6.3 Enablers 
Despite challenges faced by members of the school curriculum leadership team in planning 
the implementation of the new curriculum within a complex school context, there were also 
enablers that assisted them with this implementation.  Four main themes emerged from the 
data around such enablers.  These themes are: collaboration (Section 6.3.1); time release 
(Section 6.3.2); resources, as they became available (Section 6.3.3); and professional 
development through professional associations and informal professional development at the 
school level and through networks external to the school (Section 6.3.4).  These key themes 
around enablers are explored next.   
 
6.3.1 Collaboration 
Two senior and four middle level curriculum leaders reported that working collaboratively 
with teachers was an enabler in planning the implementation of Phase One learning areas of 
the Australian Curriculum (OQ-SLCL1-M; OQ-SLCL2; OQ-MLCL2; OQ-MLCL3-Y1&2; 
OQ-MLCL6-Y6EH; OQ-MLCL7-H).  For instance, one middle level curriculum leader 
stated that “[t]eam work - collaboration and being flexible” (OQ-MLCL2) were enablers for 
them in planning the implementation of this curriculum.  Another middle level curriculum 
leader said, “collaboration in terms of support within teaching teams [and] with specialist 
teachers who support these subject areas, i.e., specialist library lessons which may focus on 
research skills, online sites, scootle etc.” (OQ-MLCL6-Y6EH).  Collaboration referred to 
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working in teams of teachers from the curriculum leaders’ respective sub-schools rather than 
across sub-schools.    
 
Consistent with the above findings, six teachers reported that collaboration assisted them with 
planning the implementation of this curriculum (OQ-1-Y7&8H; OQ-T2; OQ-T3; OQ-T5-
Y8MS&Y10H; OQ-T6-Y7E&Y8&10H; OQ-T7).  For instance, one teacher said:  
Working with colleagues who have more experience in this area [was an enabler in 
planning this curriculum]. I am not feeling comfortable with this as yet so am 
supported well by colleagues who have curriculum implementation as their strength. 
(OQ-T6-Y7E&Y8&10H) 
 
6.3.2 Time release 
As noted in Chapter Five, the school principal and some senior level curriculum leaders 
granted and/or sought ways to allow middle level curriculum leaders with time release to plan 
the implementation of the Australian Curriculum.  Interview responses from four out of eight 
middle level curriculum leaders suggested that such time release assisted them with the 
implementation of the new curriculum (INT-SCL-Y10S; INT-MCL-Y10M; INT-Y9CL-
Y9EH; INT-Y8CL-Y8MS).  One middle level curriculum leader (INT-SCL-Y10S) indicated 
that it assisted greatly with planning for the implementation of the Year 10 Australian 
Curriculum Science.  Three other middle level curriculum leaders indicated that additional 
time release was still needed to support this planning (INT-MCL-Y10M; INT-Y9CL-Y9EH; 
INT-Y8CL-Y8MS).  One of these leaders reported that she “would have been more assertive 
and demanded [more] time release to get ... [the planning] done” (INT-Y9CL-Y9EH) when 
asked what she would have done differently regarding the implementation of the new 
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curriculum.  These findings further support the notion that time release was viewed by these 
staff members as being useful in planning the implementation of this new curriculum.   
 
6.3.3 Resources 
As noted earlier, there was a lack of resources prior to and during 2011 to support staff at the 
case school in planning the implementation of the Australian Curriculum.  When such 
resources became available from educational bodies, such as ACARA and QSA, these 
resources were perceived by three middle level curriculum leaders as having assisted them 
with this implementation (OQ-MLCL3-Y1&2; OQ-MLCL6-Y6EH; OQ-MLCL7-H).  Such 
resources included guidelines and samples of work published on ACARA’s website (OQ-
MLCL3-Y1&2); improved resources and online tools (OQ-MLCL6-Y6EH); and guidelines 
and auditing documents from QSA (OQ-MLCL7-H).  Similarly, a teacher reported that 
samples of assessment from ACARA’s website (OQ-T3) proved helpful in planning the 
implementation of the new curriculum.  Another teacher said that “having the curriculum so 
readily available online or via an app [i.e., mobile software application]” (OQ-T4-Y4) has 
allowed for quick access to information and assessment samples that has supported her with 
implementing this curriculum.  Thus, as resources became more readily available to support 
educators in planning the implementation of the new curriculum, some middle level 
curriculum leaders and teachers found these as enablers in this planning at the case school. 
 
6.3.4 Professional development  
Whilst there was a lack of relevant external and school-based professional development 
opportunities as noted earlier, professional development in other forms played an important 
role in the implementation of the new curriculum for some senior and middle level 
curriculum leaders.  This major theme comprised two sub-themes.  First, professional 
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development provided through professional associations was reported by the majority of 
senior level curriculum leaders (six out of eight) as an enabler in planning the implementation 
of this curriculum.  Second, informal professional development, such as professional 
dialogues with colleagues and professional reading, was seen by some senior and middle 
level curriculum leaders as having assisted them with this planning.  These sub-themes are 
explored next.     
 
The role of professional associations  
The majority of senior level curriculum leaders (six out of eight) indicated that professional 
development opportunities provided by professional associations assisted them with planning 
the implementation of Phase One learning areas (INT-HSS1-PY-Y6; INT-SS1CC-PY-Y6; 
INT-SS2CC-Y7-9; INT-SS3CC-Y10-12; INT-HCL-Y10H; INT-PY2CL-PY-Y2MESH).  
One senior level curriculum leader commented, “The Middle Years of Schooling Association 
... put on a conference and that’s delivered by teachers, giving practical examples” (INT-
SS2CC-Y7-9).  Another senior level curriculum leader contributed the following comments 
that highlighted some benefits of professional development opportunities offered by a 
professional association.   
So you have that opportunity to talk and share ideas which is just invaluable as a 
teacher, because then you think ‘Oh, actually we are doing the right thing.’  Or 
‘That’s a great idea.’  You know, cross pollination really works well.  (INT-SS1CC-
PY-Y6) 
 
The role of informal professional development  
The majority of senior (five out of eight) and middle (five out of eight) level curriculum 
leaders interviewed reported informal professional development as having assisted them with 
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planning the implementation of the Australia Curriculum (INT-HSS1-PY-Y6; INT-SS1CC-
PY-Y6; INT-SS2CC-Y7-9; INT-SS3CC-Y10-12; INT-PY2CL-PY-Y2MESH; INT-Y8CL-
Y8MS; INT-Y9CL-Y9EH; INT-HCL-Y10H; INT-MCL-Y10M; INT-ECL-Y10E).  
Professional dialogue with colleagues at the school level and/or individuals external to the 
school, and professional reading were reported as the main forms of informal professional 
development referred to by these leaders.  One middle level curriculum leader reported that 
he engaged in professional conversations with teachers from other schools through a head of 
department network, whereby he receives feedback from these teachers and gets another 
perspective around how to develop and mark assessments in relation to Australian 
Curriculum Mathematics (INT-MCL-Y10M).  From the findings in the online questionnaire, 
17 out of 18 participants strongly agreed or agreed that they engaged in informal professional 
dialogue with others at the local school level in planning the implementation of this 
curriculum.  The remaining participant indicated “not applicable” for this item.  Additionally, 
13 participants strongly agreed or agreed that they engaged in professional dialogue with 
others external to the school in planning the implementation of this curriculum.   
 
Consistent with the above findings, all eleven teacher participants interviewed reported that 
they engaged in professional dialogue of some sort with other colleagues at the school level 
in implementing this curriculum.  One teacher participant noted her reliance on others to pass 
on information to her, particularly when she was unable to attend formal professional 
development opportunities pertaining to the new curriculum (INT-T7-Y8&9E&Y7&8H).   
 
6.4 Chapter Six Conclusion 
In this chapter, findings were presented around challenges and enablers encountered by 
members of the school curriculum leadership team in leading the implementation of Phase 
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One learning areas of the Australian Curriculum.  Table 6.1 summarises the four key themes 
around challenges.  Table 6.2 summarises the four key themes around enablers.  In order to 
further interpret and analyse the findings of Chapters Five and Six, the discussion in Chapter 
Seven refers to the conceptual framework of this study.   
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Table 6.1 
Summary of Challenges 
Main themes Sub-themes Brief description of findings 
Lack of clarity around roles 
and responsibilities of the 
new learning management 
model  
 
 A lack of clarity around roles and responsibilities 
of the new learning management model caused 
confusion for some senior and middle level 
curriculum leaders in terms of which staff 
members to work with to plan and implement the 
new curriculum.   
 
Lack of support  
 
 
Lack of time  
 
 
 
 
Lack of resources  
There was a consistent view amongst the majority 
of senior and middle level curriculum leaders that 
a lack of time presented a challenge to plan and 
implement the new curriculum. 
 
A lack of resources was also reported by some 
senior and middle level curriculum leaders as 
having made the planning of the implementation 
of this curriculum challenging. 
 
Lack of relevant 
professional development 
 
 
 
Lack of relevant external 
professional development  
 
 
 
 
 
Lack of relevant school-
based professional 
development  
Some senior and middle level curriculum leaders 
reported a lack of professional development being 
provided externally by educational bodies, such as 
ACARA and QSA, as having made the planning 
and implementation of the new curriculum 
challenging.   
 
According to some senior and middle level 
curriculum leaders, school-based professional 
development provided were not specific to 
planning the implementation of the new 
curriculum, which proved unhelpful in this 
planning. 
 
Challenges related to 
requirements of the 
Australian Curriculum  
 
 
 
A significant amount of 
discipline-specific content 
to cover 
 
 
Difficulty in developing 
assessment marking criteria 
Some senior and middle level curriculum leaders 
reported that it was challenging to plan for a 
significant amount of discipline-specific content in 
the learning areas of history and mathematics. 
 
Difficulty was reported in developing assessment 
marking criteria in the learning areas of 
mathematics (Years 7 and 8), English (Year 10) 
and science (Year 10) as there were limited 
resources available to guide such development.    
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Table 6.2 
Summary of Enablers 
Main Themes Sub-themes Summary of findings 
Collaboration   Some senior and middle level curriculum leaders 
reported that supporting teachers through 
collaboration was an enabler in planning the 
implementation of Phase One learning areas of the 
Australian Curriculum. 
 
Time release   The school principal and the majority of senior 
level curriculum leaders reported provision of time 
release assisted middle level curriculum leaders 
with planning the implementation of the new 
curriculum. 
 
Resources  
 
 
As resources became available, these were 
considered by some senior and middle level 
curriculum leaders as having assisted them with 
implementing the new curriculum. 
 
Professional development Role of professional 
associations 
 
 
 
 
Role of informal 
professional development  
 
Professional development provided through 
professional associations was reported by the 
majority of senior level curriculum leaders (six out 
of eight) as an enabler in planning the 
implementation of this curriculum. 
 
Informal professional development, such as 
professional dialogue with colleagues and 
professional reading, was seen by some senior and 
middle level curriculum leaders as having assisted 
them with this planning 
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CHAPTER SEVEN: DISCUSSION 
7.1 Chapter Seven Introduction 
This chapter explores the findings as presented in Chapters Five and Six in light of the 
conceptual framework of this study.  Ultimately, the discussion aims to address the main 
research question of this study, which is: 
 How does the curriculum leadership team in one school lead the implementation of a 
national curriculum?   
This discussion is framed around the two sub-research questions, which are: 
 What strategies are used by the school curriculum leadership team to lead the 
implementation of a national curriculum?  (Sub-research question 1) 
 What challenges and enablers, including those in relation to professional 
development, are encountered by the school curriculum leadership team when 
implementing a national curriculum?  (Sub-research question 2) 
 
This chapter begins by revisiting the conceptual framework of this study, followed by a 
discussion of the influence of the macro-political context in which schools operate.  The next 
section includes a discussion of findings around the leadership strategies employed by 
members of the school curriculum leadership team who led the implementation of Phase One 
learning areas of the Australian Curriculum (sub-research question 1).  This is followed by a 
discussion of findings around challenges and enablers encountered by these members as they 
implemented this curriculum (sub-research question 2).  In the final section of this chapter, 
the findings of the discussion are drawn together around the main research question.    
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7.2 Conceptual Framework  
The conceptual framework as depicted Figure 7.1 provides a structure for a detailed 
consideration of the findings as presented in the previous two chapters.  The next part of the 
discussion focuses on the macro-political context and how it provided a set of pressures on 
the school and key players within it in relation to the implementation of the national 
curriculum.  
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Figure 7.1. Conceptual Framework for the Study 
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7.3 Macro-political context  
As alluded to in the findings around sub-research question 1 presented in Chapter Five, the 
macro-political context can impinge on the leadership practices of school leaders in leading 
the implementation of large-scale curriculum reforms.  Specifically, the use of formal 
authority by the school principal seemed to have been influenced by external pressures 
(Smeed et al., 2009), as evidenced by his comments that staff did not have a choice but to 
implement the new curriculum as this curriculum was externally imposed.  Furthermore, 
there seemed to be a general acceptance amongst the staff interviewed that this 
implementation was mandatory.    
 
The above external pressure referred to by the school principal can be tracked back to forces 
identified at the global level.  In short, globalisation has shaped the discourse of educational 
policy at the national level, which has resulted in the introduction of Australia’s first national 
curriculum, of which all school sectors are expected to implement given that state and 
territory governments have endorsed the implementation of this curriculum. These points are 
explored next.  
 
The Melbourne Declaration, which has been used by the Australian government to advocate 
the implementation of a national curriculum, clearly highlights the forces of globalisation on 
education, particularly in the following statement:  
In the 21st century Australia’s capacity to provide a high quality of life for all will 
depend on the ability to compete in the global economy on knowledge and innovation.  
Education equips young people with the knowledge, and understanding, skills and 
values to take advantage of opportunity and to face the challenges of this era with 
confidence. (MCEETYA, 2008, pp. 4-5) 
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The ideologies of globalisation (i.e., “global economy”) and neo-liberalism to drive economic 
competitiveness (i.e., “to compete”) are clearly evident in this excerpt.  The above excerpt 
also illustrates a strong emphasis on the formation of human capital (i.e., “equips young 
people with the knowledge … understanding, skills …”) and the role of education in this 
regard.  Thus, education is seen by the Australian government as a key lever in economic 
competitiveness, which has been a strong force behind the introduction of Australia’s first 
national curriculum that schools are expected to implement.   
 
The case school and other schools across the different school sectors in Australia have been 
subjected to a number of measures imposed by the federal government in their pursuit of a 
national curriculum, which have included legislative means (i.e., Australian Curriculum, 
Assessment and Reporting Authority Act 2008, Schools Assistance Bill 2008, and Australian 
Education Act 2013); use of the Melbourne Declaration to advocate for the implementation 
of this curriculum; and formal endorsement from states and territories to implement the 
national curriculum.  These efforts have transpired into an expectation that schools 
implement the new curriculum (i.e., means), which explains why the school principal and 
other interviewees in the school site in this case study were of the view that they had no 
choice but to implement this curriculum (i.e., goal).  Through these efforts, the federal 
government has arguably institutionalised their logic of action (Bolsmann & Miller, 2008; 
Bottery, 2002; Goldberg, 2006; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010) for a national curriculum in schools 
that ultimately requires schools to implement the new curriculum, which reflects a power 
over approach to educational change.  This approach has been reflected in findings around 
strategies employed by the majority of members of the school curriculum leadership team 
that demonstrated an authoritarian leadership approach.  These findings are further explored 
in the discussion around leadership strategies.  
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Drawing on the above discussion, it could be argued that the introduction of the national 
curriculum in Australia has resulted from educational policy that has been shaped by the 
discourse of globalisation, which is closely linked to the ideology of neo-liberalism.  Because 
all states and territories have endorsed the implementation of the national curriculum, school 
leaders are therefore contractually accountable to the education system of their state or 
territory to ensure the endorsed version of the Australian Curriculum is implemented within 
the timeline determined by each state and territory.  Moreover, the Schools Assistance Bill 
(2008) and Australian Education Act 2013 require non-government schools to implement the 
national curriculum in order for them to receive financial assistance for the period 2009 to 
2013 and from 2014 respectively.  It is  a truism that school leaders are expected to manage 
educational change as part of their work (Mulford, 2003) and “[g]overnments hold principals 
accountable for leading and managing significant change improvement…” (Starr, 2011, p. 
646).  Such an “accountability requirement can impact on the type of power used by a school 
and on the micro-political strategies that they deploy” (Smeed et al., 2009, p. 30).   
 
Accountability requirements imposed from the macro-political context can influence 
strategies adopted by principals in their school (Blase & Anderson, 1995).  Smeed et al. 
(2009) argue that “where these accountabilities must be met, it might be expected that a 
principal would exercise ‘power over’, so that the school receives funding and teachers 
concentrate on teaching” (Smeed et al., 2009, p. 31).  In the current study, there was evidence 
to suggest that the principal did rely upon power over strategies to implement the new 
curriculum.  The following section discusses these and other strategies employed by the 
school principal and other members of the school curriculum leadership team in the light of 
the conceptual framework and literature.   
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7.4 Leadership Strategies (Sub-research question 1) 
The discussion in this section aims to address sub-research question 1, “What strategies are 
used by the school curriculum leadership team to lead the implementation of a national 
curriculum?”  Specifically, the findings presented in Chapter Five around leadership 
strategies employed by the school principal, and eight senior and nine middle level 
curriculum leaders are analysed in light of the leadership approaches identified in the micro-
political leadership model developed by Blase and Anderson (1995).  These approaches are 
authoritarian, adversarial, facilitative, and democratic, empowering.  
 
7.4.1 Authoritarian Leadership  
Strategies that demonstrated an authoritarian leadership approach 
According to Blase and Anderson (1995), authoritarian leadership refers to power over 
approaches, in which “control is exercised through formal structures and the enforcement of 
policies and rules” (p. 17).  The use of formal authority inherited in positions that form part 
of a school’s formal organisational structure is an illustration of such use of power.  The 
majority of members of the school curriculum leadership team (11 out of 18) relied on 
strategies that fitted within the notion of authoritarian leadership. These members including 
the school principal and six senior and four middle level curriculum leaders exercised direct 
use of power that excluded teachers from the process of decision making and/or where there 
was minimal negotiation (Blase & Anderson, 1995).  For instance, with the exception of 
negotiating key target dates with selected senior staff, the school principal developed the 
teaching and learning strategic plan that included implementation of the new curriculum with 
no input from staff.  The reliance on formal authority by these eleven members could also be 
described as control-oriented in so far as their actions directed the behaviours of their 
subordinates (e.g., delegation of work by senior level curriculum leaders and communication 
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of expectations by middle level curriculum leaders).  Yet, these leaders did not exceed the 
boundaries of their role or position responsibilities; they were drawing from their legitimate 
positional power which was inherited in their appointed position (Bacharach & Lawler, 1980; 
French & Raven, 1959).   
 
Reliance on authoritarian leadership in positions higher in the school hierarchy  
A reliance on a managerial bureaucratic structure to exert influence by the school principal in 
leading change has been observed in previous studies (e.g., Caruso, 2013; Radnor, 1991), 
however, such studies appear to be scant and very little research has been undertaken in the 
Australian context.  In a recent study conducted by Caruso (2013) that investigated how two 
novice middle school principals in America navigated internal micro-political structures 
driven by school-based change initiatives during a period of decline (i.e., constraining macro-
political budgetary cuts), these principals were found to rely upon bureaucratic leadership 
approaches.  Like the school principal in the current study, these two principals 
predominantly used power over strategies and fell back upon their formal authority to make 
decisions and enact change (Caruso, 2013).  However, it should be noted that Caruso’s 
(2013) study differed from the current study in terms of its focus on school-based change 
initiatives as opposed to a mandated national curriculum.   
 
In a study conducted by Radnor (1991) pertaining to the introduction of the General 
Certificate of Secondary Education (i.e., national examination for pupils aged sixteen) in 
1986 that formed part of United Kingdom’s national curriculum framework, the school 
principal in the school site was found to demonstrate bureaucratic managerial leadership.  In 
addition, the four deputy principals interviewed saw this principal as a figure of authority and 
perceived their work and constructed their role in terms of his expectations of them (Radnor, 
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1991).  This perception resonates with the current study where the former executive leader 
for teaching and learning and five other senior and four middle level curriculum leaders 
referred to the formal authority of the principal who expected them to implement the new 
curriculum as outlined in the teaching and learning strategic plan that he developed. 
  
Both Caruso’s (2013) and Radnor’s (1991) study alluded to above focused solely on the 
leadership of the school principal in contrast to the current study that aimed to explore the 
strategies employed by members of a school curriculum leadership team.  As noted 
previously, reliance on formal authority was mainly referred to by the school principal and 
former executive leader for teaching and learning and the majority of the senior and middle 
level leaders.  Yet as a micro-political strategy, it was less apparent in the perceptions of 
some of the curriculum leaders, particularly those positioned lower in the school hierarchy.  
The findings indicated that those placed lower in the school hierarchy tended to refer to more 
facilitative strategies as is discussed later in this chapter.  
 
Factors that influenced enactment of an authoritarian leadership approach 
In light of the discussion above, it is apparent that the school principal’s reliance on his 
formal authority to lead the implementation of the new curriculum was influenced by the 
national curriculum being externally imposed (i.e., macro-political context), and his view of 
his role as that of CEO, one of overseeing.  While the school principal reported that he trusted 
other school personnel to carry out the work of implementing the new curriculum, he held a 
strong view that the responsibility of the implementation of this curriculum belonged to other 
school personnel as identified in the teaching and learning strategic plan that he developed.  
Such a view implied transactional leadership (J. M. Burns, 1978) on the part of the school 
principal.   
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Another factor that likely influenced the leadership of the school principal and former 
executive leader for teaching and learning to be authoritarian in implementing the new 
curriculum was the structure of the school, which seemed to be bureaucratic managerial.   
Specifically, the above aspects of leading by the school principal are consistent with what 
Ball (1987) refers to as “managerial leadership” whereby a bureaucratic managerial structure 
is created by the school principal, which can be a form of domination.  This is also consistent 
with what Caruso (2013) refers to as bureaucratic leadership, in which leaders rely on 
bureaucratic and hierarchical structures to exert influence.  The use of formal authority by the 
former executive leader for teaching and learning, five other senior and four middle level 
curriculum leaders further point to the existence of a bureaucratic managerial structure in the 
case school.  Formal authority was exercised in the form of delegation of duties or 
communications of expectations by these leaders.   
 
7.4.2 Adversarial Leadership  
Strategies that demonstrated an adversarial leadership approach 
According to Blase and Anderson (1995), adversarial leaders are “fundamentally 
authoritarian in style [but] tend to be more proactive and engage in politics more publicly and 
with a greater appearance of openness” (p. 18).  Critical to this leadership approach is a moral 
agenda (Blase & Anderson, 1995).  Moreover, such leaders are closed whereby they rarely 
share power, and “are transformational in that they have strong ideological commitments that 
they promote aggressively” (Blase & Anderson, 1995, p. 19).  Based on participants’ 
comments, there was little evidence of adversarial leadership as the driver for the 
implementation of the new curriculum, with the exception of one senior level curriculum 
leader at the sub-school level.  This leader employed protection as a strategy, which fitted 
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within the adversarial leadership quadrant of Blase and Anderson’s (1995) micro-political 
leadership matrix. 
 
The abovementioned senior leader protected staff by drawing on her formal authority in 
instructing school personnel from other parts of school (e.g., pedagogical leaders) to cease 
their change efforts in sub-school 1, so that staff in this sub-school could cope better with and 
focus on the implementation of the new curriculum.  While this action was control-oriented, 
which illustrated a power over approach (Blase & Anderson, 1995; T. Burns, 1961), it also 
showed that this senior leader was driven by her desire to be responsive to staff in this sub-
school as their well-being was adversely affected from significant pressure to commence 
implementation of all Phase One learning areas in 2011, as well as engage in other whole-
school changes.  This also indicated her moral agenda, which seemed to propel her to employ 
protection as a strategy.  Furthermore, in protecting her staff from additional stress of 
adopting more changes revealed a paternalistic side to her leadership.  According to Blase 
and Anderson (1995), adversarial leaders are usually paternalistic.   
 
Limited reliance on adversarial leadership by the school curriculum leadership team 
The findings of this study demonstrated adversarial leadership was referred to the least by 
members of the school curriculum leadership team in leading the implementation of the new 
curriculum compared to other leadership approaches identified in Blase and Anderson’s 
(1995) micro-political leadership matrix.  Consistent with this finding, Blase and Anderson 
(1995) found that adversarial leadership was less apparent in studies that they analysed.  
However, it should be noted that the studies referred to by Blase and Anderson (1995) 
focused on the general leadership of the school principal in their school, whilst the current 
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study is concerned with how a school curriculum leadership team in one P-12 independent 
school lead the implementation of a national curriculum.   
 
The findings offer insights into several factors that may have diminished the need of 
members of the school curriculum leadership team to utilise strategies that align to 
adversarial leadership.  As stated by the school principal, staff did not have a choice on 
whether to implement the new curriculum as it was imposed from the outside.  There was 
also a general acceptance amongst staff interviewed that the new curriculum had to be 
implemented.  Consistent with this finding was little evidence of resistance to this 
implementation from these participants.  These factors would have likely made members of 
the school curriculum leadership team less propelled to be “proactive and engage in politics 
more publicly and with a greater appearance of openness” and to be “confrontational and 
aggressive” (Blase & Anderson, 1995, p. 18) in leading the implementation of the new 
curriculum, which are typical behaviours of adversarial leaders.   
 
Factors that influenced enactment of an adversarial leadership approach 
It is clear that the context of the sub-school 1 was a significant factor that impacted on the 
aforementioned senior level curriculum leader’s referral of an adversarial leadership 
approach.  The influence of context or situational factors on leadership practices is commonly 
noted in the existing literature in the fields of leadership, management, and educational 
leadership (e.g., Clements & Washbush, 1999; Daft, 2015; Hallinger, 2003; Hersey & 
Blanchard, 1974; Hoyle, 1999; Marion & Gonzales, 2014; McShane & Travaglione, 2005; 
Robbins, Bergman, Stagg, & Coulter, 2003; Scheerens, 2015; Spillane, Halverson, & 
Diamond, 2004).   
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According to Hoyle (1999), “a full discussion of leadership in relation to micro-politics can 
only usefully take place within the context of a broad contingency theory of leadership” (p. 
220).  This statement emphasises that situational conditions or contingencies can impact on 
micro-political leadership practices of school leaders.  In relation to the current study, the 
aforementioned senior leader of sub-school 1 clearly adopted a particular leadership style, 
which was underpinned by her moral agenda, in response to the situation that was present in 
sub-school 1 as described above.  Her moral agenda implied that she held certain feelings 
(i.e., unpleasant emotions) in relation to the negative impact of this situation on the well-
being of staff in this sub-school that propelled her to employ protection as a strategy, which 
demonstrated an adversarial leadership style.  Drawing on the work of Blase and Anderson 
(1995) on micro-political leadership theory, Beatty (2000) states that “certain emotions ... can 
be linked to particular leadership practices” (p. 339).  In other words, the “the emotions of the 
leader are likely to be fundamental to her/his practice, even if they are not displayed, or 
perhaps even acknowledged at the time” (Beatty, 2000, p. 339).   
 
The notion of emotion as an important consideration when analysing leadership has also been 
noted by Domagalski (1999).  Domagalski (1999) argues that emotions are instinctively 
driven responses to some stimulus.  Individuals may adopt defensive postures in response to 
unrecognised and unconscious fear, anger, or envy in forms that may include coalition 
building, influence tactics and divide and conquer forms of control (Domagalski, 1999; 
Zaleznik, 1989).  These points are reflected in the action taken by the senior leader of sub-
school 1 to protect (i.e., defensive posture) her staff in response to the situation (i.e., 
stimulus) in sub-school 1 that negatively impacted on their well-being.  Thus, in assessing the 
moral agenda of leaders that lead them to adopt an adversarial leadership style, consideration 
of emotion is warranted.  
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Whilst the existing literature has highlighted the significance of context or situational factors 
on leadership practices, the findings of this study add to this literature by providing some 
insights into the influence of contextual factors on the use of adversarial leadership in 
implementing a national curriculum reform within the Australian context of which there is 
scarce literature.  
  
7.4.3 Facilitative Leadership 
Strategies that demonstrated a facilitative leadership approach 
Facilitative leadership can be described as an open approach, whereby there is more reliance 
on power through than power over strategies (Blase & Anderson, 1995).  According to Blase 
and Blase (1997), facilitative leaders tend to avoid conflictive strategies or those that 
minimise domination, dissent, and manipulation of followers.  A number of strategies 
referred to by the majority of members of the school curriculum leadership team (14 out of 
18) were consistent with these clarifications of a facilitative leadership approach.  These 
strategies are: support; building relationship that encompassed visibility; and demonstrating 
trust.  These findings are elaborated next.  
 
As detailed in Chapter Five, support was provided in a variety of forms (e.g., provision of 
time release, guidance and relevant information to support staff in their planning for the 
implementation of the new curriculum) by the majority of members of the school curriculum 
leadership team (14 out of 18) in their efforts to help staff plan for the implementation of the 
new curriculum.  These strategies accentuated a power through approach, as the leaders 
fostered a supportive environment for staff to work towards achieving the pre-determined 
goal of implementing the new curriculum (Blase & Anderson, 1995).  Supportive strategies 
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referred to by these leaders could also be described as non-conflictive, as they did not appear 
to suggest any evidence of domination, dissention or manipulation of followers, which is 
typical of a facilitative leadership approach (Blase & Blase, 1997).   
 
Building relationships with staff was an illustration of facilitative leadership reported by two 
senior level curriculum leaders, who were in the pedagogical leadership role.  For instance, 
one of these leaders sought to build relationships by being visible to staff in sub-school 1 
(i.e., visited sub-school 1 on semi-regular to have lunch with staff), which she reported had 
the effect of teachers in this sub-school approaching her more to seek her guidance (i.e., 
asking more questions and being invited to come into their classrooms to observe and provide 
guidance on their teaching).  This senior leader’s effort in building relationships by being 
visible to staff could be described as “indirect, subtle and covert” (Blase & Anderson, 1995, 
p. 20), since she  did not exert direct power, but instead sought to influence teachers by 
developing relationships with them, which also empowered these teachers to engage more in 
the change process, which suggests the use of a power through approach (Blase & Anderson, 
1995; Smeed et al., 2009).  Thus, building relationships could also be described as a 
cooperative approach rather than a conflictive leadership style (Blase & Anderson, 1995; 
Blase & Blase, 1997).  
 
Demonstrating trust in staff was another facilitative strategy referred to by the school 
principal, and two senior and two middle level curriculum leaders in sub-school 3.  These 
leaders viewed their staff as possessing the relevant expert knowledge and skills to carry out 
the work of planning for the implementation of the new curriculum, and hence trusted them 
to do just that.   This strategy had the effect of increasing “opportunit[ies] for participation” 
(Blase & Anderson, 1995, p. 20), whereby these staff have more autonomy to make decisions 
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concerning their work, which accentuates a power through approach (Blase & Anderson, 
1995).  Blase and Anderson (1995) identified trust as a fundamental element in facilitating 
teacher empowerment on the part of principals, whereby teachers are empowered by being 
trusted to make decisions concerning teaching and learning that would be of benefit to their 
students.  These points resonate with findings of the present study.  For instance, a middle 
level curriculum leader indicated contentment in being trusted by a senior level curriculum 
leader to plan for the implementation of the new curriculum.   
 
Reliance on facilitative leadership in positions lower in the school hierarchy 
It is apparent from the above discussion that a facilitative leadership approach was referred to 
mainly by members of the school curriculum leadership team (14 out of 18) positioned lower 
than the school principal and former executive leader for teaching and learning in the school 
structure.  This is arguably a new finding that this study contributes to the current literature 
around the leadership of educational change, and more specifically in leading the 
implementation of a national curriculum.  The literature that focuses on the micro-politics of 
how members of a school curriculum leadership team lead the implementation of a national 
curriculum within one school setting is scant, as highlighted earlier.   
 
Whilst the study conducted by Radnor (1991) provided some insights into the dynamics of a 
senior management team within one school setting in the United Kingdom, there was much 
focus on how the school principal’s leadership was perceived in this school rather than how 
members of this team implemented the General Certificate of Secondary Education that 
formed part of United Kingdom’s national curriculum framework.  This is perhaps not 
surprisingly, as Tam (2010) points out that there is a “misleading perception that school 
leadership is synonymous with the principal” (p. 370).  According to Tam (2010), this has 
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meant “a lot of attention has been directed towards the role of school principals as change 
agents and curriculum leaders, resulting in researchers for the most part, ignoring other 
sources of leadership in schools ...” (p. 370).  While literature exists on teacher leadership, 
such literature tends to focus around the role of teacher leaders (e.g., Y. C. Cheng, 1994; 
Cranston, 2010; Ehrich, 2009; Millwater & Ehrich, 2009; Quinn, Haggard, & Ford, 2006; 
York-Barr & Duke, 2004), rather than personnel in formal curriculum leadership roles 
leading educational change with which this study is concerned. 
 
Consistent with the above points made by Tam (2010), a meta-analysis of the literature on the 
micro-politics of educational change conducted by Blase and Björk (2010) identified studies 
that provide insights into this area at the following levels: school principal, middle level 
administrator (i.e., central office staff), superintendent, and school board.  In this analysis, 
there was a clear absence of discussion of the leadership of school personnel lower than the 
school principal (Blase & Björk, 2010).  This further suggests that there was limited research 
that investigates how members of a school curriculum leadership team lead the 
implementation of large-scale educational change around 2010, despite some researchers 
having emphasised the importance of focusing change efforts at different levels within the 
school organisation (e.g., Hopkins, 2000; Mortimore, 2000; Teddlie & Reynolds, 2000).  A 
number of years have passed now since this meta-analysis; however, the research in this area 
still remains scant.    
 
A study that provided some insights into the role of senior management in implementing 
curriculum change (i.e., task-based learning, TBL) was conducted by Adamson and Yin 
(2008).  This study focused on teachers’ conceptions of TBL, and the support provided by 
senior management.  The findings of this study demonstrated senior leaders (i.e., school 
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principal, deputy principal), across three case study schools in Hong Kong, provided little 
support to teachers in implementing a teaching and learning initiative, referred to as task-
based learning.  Adamson and Yin (2008) concluded that a lack of support from senior 
management can hamper change efforts.  Based on the findings of their study, senior leaders 
tended not to employ facilitative strategies (e.g., support) when implementing change.  This 
is consistent with the findings of the current study that illustrated that fewer senior leaders 
than curriculum leaders located lower in the school hierarchy drew upon facilitative strategies 
to enact the national curriculum.   
 
Some studies can be found that pertain to heads of department, however, the focus of these 
studies has been predominantly around their role or evolving role (e.g., Bennett, 1999; Brown 
& Rutherford, 1998; Busher & Harris, 1999; Cardno, 2002; Hannay & Ross, 1999; 
Rosenfeld, 2008; Schmidt, 2000; Turner & Bolam, 1998; Witziers, Sleegers, & Imants, 
1999).  There is a dearth of research on how heads of department lead educational or 
curriculum change.  Studies that do exist in this area lack focus and analysis of the micro-
politics of how heads of department lead change (e.g., Ball & Bowe, 1992; Colman, 2010; 
Hannay, Erb, & Ross, 2001; A. Harris, 2001; Tam, 2010).  Needless to say, much of this 
literature is not specific to the Australian context.  A study conducted by Colman (2010) 
provides some insights into strategies used by heads of department in leading curriculum 
reform mandated by the Tasmanian government in Australia.  However, this study lacks 
investigation and analysis of the micro-politics of this leadership.  Specifically, the leadership 
approach taken by the majority of the heads of department was described as “practical, 
hands-on approach, rather than basing their implementation plan and strategies on a 
philosophical and specific theoretical approach to leadership” (Colman, 2010, p. 142).  Thus, 
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it was difficult to fully ascertain the micro-politics of the heads of department in leading 
change in this study.   
 
Factors that influenced enactment of a facilitative leadership approach 
The findings of this study revealed that the majority of the senior and middle level leaders’ 
referral to facilitative strategies was largely influenced by the idiosyncrasies of the sub-school 
context in which they belonged.  While the literature around the micro-politics of how 
members of a school curriculum leadership team implement a large-scale curriculum change 
is lacking, the current literature pertaining to leadership of change has nonetheless illustrated 
that contextual or situational factors can impinge on strategies employed by school leaders 
(e.g., Ball & Bowe, 1992; Hallinger, 2003).  Ball and Bowe (1992) point out that “in most 
schools change will take place against a backdrop of unforeseen, unforeseeable and 
unavoidable difficulties” (p. 105).   
 
In a study conducted by Ball and Bowe (1992) that explored the engagement of departments 
with the policy texts and engagement with and responses to the constraints and possibilities 
within the contexts in which they operate in four case study schools in the United Kingdom, 
it was found that a head of department felt the need to “produce fairly closed, pre-pared 
curriculum materials” (p. 106) in the absence of specialist teachers in the curriculum area 
concerned.  These findings are further reinforced by those of the current study that illustrated 
how the idiosyncratic nature of the school setting can impact on the leadership practices of 
school leaders.  Importantly, the findings of the current study provided valuable insights into 
how contextual factors impinge on leaders’ decisions to employ strategies that demonstrated 
a facilitative leadership approach.   
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The findings of the current study also revealed how two senior level curriculum leaders’ (i.e. 
pedagogical leaders) perception of their role impacted on the type of strategies they employed 
in implementing the new curriculum. These leaders did not refer to strategies that illustrated 
authoritarian or adversarial approaches whereby power over is enacted.  On the contrary, they 
indicated they drew upon strategies consistent with a facilitative approach. Given that there 
was a lack of clarity surrounding their role within the new learning management structure, it 
is possible that they chose a facilitative rather than a purely top-down approach as they 
deemed the former more palatable than the latter. 
 
7.4.4 Democratic, empowering leadership 
Strategies that demonstrated a democratic, empowering leadership approach 
Democratic, empowering leadership can be clarified as an open transformative leadership 
approach, which tends to rely on power with strategies to decision making, and whereby 
micro-politics is characterised by a genuine exchange of opinions (Blase & Anderson, 1995).  
According to Blase and Anderson (1995), “real-life examples of democratic, empowering 
leadership are difficult to find ... [as] [p]articipatory democracy can be threatening to the 
beneficiaries of a social system, whether a small school district or a large country” (p. 129).   
 
Drawing on the findings presented in Chapter five, five out of eight senior and seven out of 
nine middle level curriculum leaders referred to at least one strategy that can be construed as 
a democratic, empowering leadership approach.  Specifically, collaboration was a key 
strategy referred to by two senior level curriculum leaders (pedagogical leaders) and the 
majority of middle level curriculum leaders (six out of nine) across the three sub-schools.  
These leaders indicated that they worked jointly with other school personnel in some aspects 
of planning the implementation of the new curriculum, in which there were opportunities for 
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“genuine exchange of opinions” (Blase & Anderson, 1995, p. 129).  This is typical of a 
democratic, empowering leadership style.   
 
Five out of eight senior and three out of nine middle level curriculum leaders were also found 
to challenge some aspect of the status quo that existed in the school site in their efforts to plan 
for and/or to support staff in planning for this implementation.  All of these three middle 
leaders also referred to collaboration, while the five senior leaders include two who referred 
to collaboration as noted above.  Challenging the status quo is consistent with a democratic, 
empowering leadership approach in so far it was not a strategy dictated by any hierarchical 
processes (Blase & Anderson, 1995).  In the current study, the aforementioned leaders were 
merely driven by a desire to plan effectively and/or support staff in their work to develop 
effective teaching and learning programs for the new curriculum.  This also hinted at a sense 
of equity and justice (Blase & Anderson, 1995) being pursued by these leaders (i.e., 
maximise students’ outcomes), which is characteristic of a democratic, empowering 
leadership approach.   
 
As noted earlier in the discussion around facilitative leadership, little literature exists around 
the micro-politics of how school leaders at the senior level lead the implementation of 
change. The current study has made a small contribution in this literature.  The above 
findings seem to illustrate that some senior level curriculum leaders refer to strategies that 
demonstrate a democratic, empowering leadership approach under certain circumstances.  
This is explored in greater detail later when factors that influenced these leaders’ enactment 
of a democratic, empowering leadership approach are discussed further. 
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The findings of two studies around the role of heads of department in leading change are 
consistent with those of the current study in relation to strategies referred to by middle level 
curriculum leaders that demonstrate a democratic, empowering leadership approach (Hannay 
et al., 2001; Tam, 2010).  In particular, these studies illustrated that individuals in middle 
level curriculum leadership roles tend to refer to strategies of collaboration or collegiality.  
For instance, Hannay et al. (2001) who re-analysed data collected over a 10-year period from 
one descriptive and three longitudinal studies to examine the role of heads of department in 
implementing legislated change initiatives found that collaborative  strategies were preferred 
by heads of department in two of these studies that focused on how heads of department 
facilitate change.   
 
In a study conducted by Tam (2010) into the leadership of a head of department in a Hong 
Kong school within a process of school-based curriculum development initiative also 
revealed evidence of a democratic, empowering leadership approach being employed by this 
middle level curriculum leader.  Specifically, a number of essential leadership patterns 
detected of this leader were:  personal charisma; shared vision building; empowerment of 
teachers; changing beliefs and enhancing the capacity of teachers; and fostering collegiality 
among teachers, which demonstrated a democratic, empowering leadership style. Fostering 
collegiality and enhancing the capacity of staff are similar to strategies of collaboration and 
challenging the status quo employed by some members of the school curriculum leadership in 
the current study, as described earlier.  It is conceivable that collaboration is likely to 
contribute to building collegiality, while challenging the status quo in an effort to support 
staff in the planning of the new curriculum is likely to have the effect of enhancing the 
capacity of teachers.  
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Reliance on democratic, empowering leadership in positions lower in the school hierarchy 
In light of the discussion above, there seemed to be a reliance on a democratic, empowering 
leadership approach by individual leaders occupying positions located further down the 
school hierarchy. For example, a greater number of middle level curriculum leaders (seven 
out of nine) gave examples of ways they empowered staff and used more democratic ways of 
working than senior level curriculum leaders (i.e., five out of eight).  As noted in Chapter 
Five, collaboration was often referred to by middle level curriculum leaders in their efforts to 
plan for the implementation of the new curriculum.   
 
Factors that influenced enactment of a democratic, empowering leadership approach 
The findings revealed that certain aspects of the school’s structure or culture can impinge on 
a leader’s decision to employ strategies that demonstrate a democratic, empowering 
leadership approach.  Specifically, the two pedagogical leaders’ perception of their role as not 
having sub-ordinates who directly report to them seemed to have impacted on their choice of 
strategies that demonstrated this approach.  The use of collaboration by the majority of 
middle level curriculum leaders also seemed to suggest that the structure of teaching teams at 
the departmental level enabled a collaborative approach to planning for the implementation of 
the new curriculum.  In relation to the leaders who challenged some aspects of the status quo 
in the school site, these aspects can be identified with the school structure or culture, which 
impinged on their decision to challenge such aspects of the status quo. 
 
While organisational structure and culture have been well documented in the literature as 
potentially presenting challenges for school leaders in leading change and that these need to 
be accounted for in leading educational change (e.g., Baum, 2002; Bishop & Mulford, 1999; 
Elmore, 1996; Fullan, 1993, 2000; McLaughlin, 1987; Sergiovanni, 1995), little research has 
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investigated what impact these aspects of the school may have on leadership practices of 
school leaders in leading change.  The findings of this current research have provided some 
insights into this.  Specifically, issues surrounding certain aspects of the organisational 
structure and culture can influence school leaders’ decision to refer to strategies that 
demonstrate a democratic, empowering leadership style as discussed above.  
 
It is also of interest to note that in spite of the national curriculum being mandated, which 
seemed to have impacted on the school principal’s preference for an authoritarian leadership 
style, the findings did not reveal this factor as having influenced the strategies employed by 
the senior and middle level curriculum leaders referred to above, who referred to strategies 
that demonstrated a democratic, empowering approach.  In light of the above discussion, 
another possible factor that may have influenced the above leaders’ preference for a 
democratic, empowering leadership approach was that they may have perceived their role as 
one in which they do what they could to ensure their staff understood and were able to cope 
with the change.  It is clear that the aforementioned leaders’ efforts as referred to above 
demonstrated that they sought ways to assist staff in planning effectively for the 
implementation of the new curriculum.     
 
7.4.5 Summary 
The discussion has analysed the findings around leadership strategies employed by members 
of the school curriculum leadership team in one P-12 independent Queensland school in 
leading the implementation of a national curriculum in light of Blase and Anderson’s (1995) 
micro-political leadership matrix that formed part of the study’s conceptual framework.  A 
number of significant insights into the micro-politics of how members of this team 
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implemented a large-scale curriculum, and more specifically a national curriculum, were 
revealed from this analysis, which adds to the existing literature in this area.   
 
This study found that at the different professional levels, members of the school curriculum 
leadership team tended to refer to strategies that demonstrated one type of micro-political 
leadership approach more than others identified in Blase and Anderson’s (1995) micro-
political leadership matrix.  The principal was found to mainly refer to strategies that 
demonstrated an authoritarian leadership approach.  This was also the case with the former 
executive leader for teaching and learning (i.e., senior level curriculum leader); however, the 
majority of senior level curriculum leaders were found to mainly refer to strategies that 
demonstrated a facilitative leadership approach.  Adversarial leadership was referred to the 
least, with one senior level curriculum leader employing protection in her efforts to support 
staff in her sub-school in implementing the new curriculum.  Whilst some middle level 
curriculum leaders also referred to facilitative strategies, the majority of these leaders referred 
to strategies that demonstrated a democratic, empowering leadership approach.   
 
While the literature around the micro-politics of school leaders in implementing change is 
scant, some findings of the current study seemed to be supported by several studies in the 
literature.  Specifically, Caruso (2013) and Radnor (1991) also found school principals in 
their studies mainly referred to strategies that demonstrated an authoritarian leadership 
approach in implementing educational change.  The work of Tam (2010) and Hannay et al. 
(2001) also found that heads of department (i.e., middle level curriculum leaders) tended to 
employ strategies (e.g., collaboration, fostering collegiality) that demonstrated a democratic, 
empowering leadership approach in leading educational change.      
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As evident in a paper by Blase and Björk (2010) that presented a meta-analysis of studies into 
the micro-politics of implementing change in schools, little research has investigated the 
micro-politics of how school personnel positioned lower than the school principal implement 
educational change.  The current study contributes to filling this gap in the literature, and 
more specifically has found that senior level curriculum leaders tend to refer to strategies that 
demonstrate a facilitative leadership approach in implementing a large-scale mandated 
curriculum.   
 
In addition, the current study found that contextual factors significantly impinged on school 
leaders’ choices of strategies across the different level of curriculum leadership.  The national 
curriculum being externally imposed seemed to have influenced the school principal’s 
referral to strategies that demonstrated an authoritarian leadership style, while factors at the 
local school context seemed to have impacted on strategies employed by those positioned 
lower in the school hierarchy.  For instance, one senior level curriculum leader’s referral to 
an adversarial leadership approach (i.e., protection) was largely in response to multiple 
school-based change initiatives being introduced in the school that impacted negatively on 
staff’s well-being.  Contextual factors that related to the school’s culture and structure were 
also identified as impinging on other leaders’ choices of strategies in implementing the new 
curriculum.  Thus, aspects of the macro- and micro-political contexts in which school leaders 
operate can significantly impact on their choice of strategies in leading change.  These 
findings further expand on arguments made in the current literature that contingency and 
situational factors play a key role in the leadership practices of school leaders (e.g., Ball & 
Bowe, 1992; Hallinger, 2003; Hoyle, 1999).  
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The findings of the current study have also revealed that those located higher in the school 
hierarchy (i.e., school principal, former executive leader for teaching and learning) tend to 
refer to direct forms of power (i.e., power over), whilst those located lower in school 
hierarchy (i.e., the majority of senior and middle level curriculum leaders) tend to refer to 
indirect forms of power (i.e., power through and power with).  This points to an inverse 
relationship between the use of direct forms of powers and individuals who are located lower 
in the school hierarchy, and an inverse relationship between the use of indirect forms of 
power and those located higher in the school hierarchy.  Figure 7.2 depicts these two inverse 
relationships.   
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Leadership Approach (form of power):  Leadership Level (Referred to mainly by): 
Authoritarian 
(Power over) 
  
Principal; former executive leader for 
teaching and learning  
Adversarial  
(*Power over and power through) 
One senior level curriculum leader (i.e., 
Head of sub-school 1) 
 
Facilitative  
(*Power through and power over) 
Senior level curriculum leaders 
 
 
Democratic, empowering  
(Power with) 
Middle level curriculum leaders  
*dominant form of power 
Figure 7.2. Inverse relationships between the use of direct/indirect forms of power and 
leadership levels  
 
7.5 Challenges and Enablers (Sub-research question 2) 
The discussion in this section addresses sub-research question 2, “What challenges and 
enablers, including those in relation to professional development, are encountered by the 
school curriculum leadership team when implementing a national curriculum?”  This 
discussion draws mainly from findings presented in Chapter Six, but also from Chapter Five 
where relevant.  The findings are discussed in light of some of the key components identified 
in Table 6.1, which are largely based on the change process model developed by Sergiovanni 
(1995).  These key components are teachers, the school and workflow as units of change.  
Although these components are considered as interacting units, they are addressed separately 
for the purposes of analysis and explanation and to analyse each component in greater detail. 
 
7.5.1 Teachers as a unit of change 
According to Sergiovanni (1995), consideration of the needs, values, beliefs, and levels of 
readiness of teachers are important in change processes, otherwise resistance to change may 
occur.  There was a lack of evidence in the present study to suggest that teachers resisted the 
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efforts of members of the school curriculum leadership team in leading the implementation of 
the new curriculum.  However, some members of the school curriculum leadership team 
reported some discontent around certain aspects of this implementation.  As noted in Chapter 
Six, the majority of members of the school curriculum leadership team reported concern 
around a lack of time for them and teachers to plan for the implementation of the new 
curriculum.  The issue of not having adequate time to plan for educational change has been 
noted in other studies (e.g., Drummon et al., 2012; Tam, 2010).  For example, Drummon et 
al. (2012) investigated the understandings of school leaders regarding the then pending 
implementation of the Australian Curriculum and found that time was identified as a 
significant concern for them and their staff to fully understand the requirements of the new 
curriculum in order to implement it effectively.    
 
Sergiovanni (1995) posits that “keeping the proposed change simple and implementing 
aspects of it gradually will increase teachers’ confidence in themselves as implementers” (p. 
284).  In relation the current study, the findings suggest that the proposed change was not 
kept simple, nor was it implemented gradually and these factors presented challenges for 
some members of the school curriculum leadership team in leading this implementation.  In 
particular, two other teaching and learning initiatives (i.e., differentiation of the curriculum 
and integration of ICT) were embedded in the implementation of the new curriculum.  
Furthermore, staff at the case school were also expected to be responsive to other whole-
school wide changes such as a new performance appraisal process and a new learning 
management model.  These expectations exacerbated the complexity of implementing the 
new curriculum and had the flow-on-effect of adversely impacting on staff’s welfare, 
particularly in sub-school 1.  Consequently, these issues appeared to have impacted 
negatively on the readiness of staff to implement the new curriculum.  Thus, the needs and 
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readiness of staff to implement change are important considerations for school leaders if 
change is to be implemented efficiently and effectively.   
 
In assessing the readiness of staff to implement the new curriculum, it is expected that careful 
consideration of the workflow is warranted.  The workflow is considered in a later section 
within this chapter. The discussion above has alluded to the climate of change that existed in 
the school site as having exacerbated time constraints faced by staff in planning for the 
implementation of the new curriculum.  The school climate forms part of the school as a unit 
of change and this unit is explored next.   
 
7.5.2 The School (Climate, Culture and Structure) 
School climate and culture 
The findings revealed a climate of change existed at the case school around 2011 when the 
school commenced implementation of the new curriculum.  As noted in the previous section, 
staff were expected to be responsive to multiple changes and this impacted upon their time to 
plan for the implementation of the new curriculum, which consequently impacted negatively 
on the well-being of staff, particularly in sub-school 1.  This situation presented a challenge 
for a senior level curriculum leader of this sub-school to support teachers in planning for the 
implementation of the new curriculum.  A sub-school silo culture also existed at the case 
school, which presented challenges for two senior and the majority of middle level 
curriculum leaders (five out of eight) in implementing the new curriculum.  As noted in 
Chapter Six, this culture presented challenges for these leaders to work with colleagues 
across the sub-schools in planning the implementation of the new curriculum.  Thus, a 
climate of change and a sub-school silo culture at the case school presented a set of serious 
challenges for some members of the school curriculum leadership team in leading the 
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implementation of the new curriculum.   
 
Drawing on the work of Deal (1987), Sergiovanni (1995) states that:  
Culture is something people invent in order to find meaning.  Its purpose is to provide 
stability, certainty, and predictability ... Change challenges all of this, it threatens to 
eat away at the very essence of what culture is supposed to do for people.  (p. 286) 
This explanation of the impact of change on organisational culture provides some insights 
into challenges presented by a sub-school silo culture for some members of the school 
curriculum leadership team.  In the case school, it could be argued that a sub-school silo 
culture may have provided stability, certainty and predictability for staff in terms of the way 
they carry out their work within their respective sub-school.  It seemed that teachers were 
generally not accustomed to working with colleagues from other sub-schools.  Thus, it is not 
surprising that the new curriculum presented challenges for some members of the school 
curriculum leadership team as they endeavoured to work across sub-schools. 
 
The above findings seemed to infer an absence of a professional learning community across 
the different sub-schools in the case school, which presented challenges for some members of 
the school curriculum leadership team in implementing the new curriculum.  A number of 
researchers have advocated the development of a professional learning community or 
collaborative work culture as important to facilitate change (e.g., Dalin, Rolff, & Kleekamp, 
1993; DuFour, 2007; Edwards, 2012; Fullan, 1993, 2000; Herman & Herman, 1994; 
McLaughlin & Talbert, 2010; Philpott & Oates, 2016; Stoll, Bolam, Mcmahon, Wallace, & 
Thomas, 2006; Teague & Anfara Jr, 2012; Trotman, 2009; C. M. Wells & Feun, 2013).  
According to Teague and Anfara Jr (2012), professional learning communities create 
sustainable change through collaboration.  Findings from the present study also suggested 
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that a learning organisation or collaborative work culture may be beneficial in planning 
effectively for the implementation of a new curriculum.  In particular, collaboration emerged 
from the data as an enabler for some senior and middle level curriculum leaders and teachers 
in planning for this implementation.  However, collaboration referred to by these participants 
was confined to their respective sub-school in which they mainly worked in teaching teams, 
rather than with staff across sub-schools.  
 
Structure 
Another major theme that emerged from the data was that the new learning management 
model adopted in the same year (i.e., 2011) as the implementation of the new curriculum 
presented challenges for some members of the school curriculum leadership team in their 
work of planning for the implementation of the new curriculum.  In particular, a lack of 
clarity around roles and responsibilities of new positions introduced (i.e., pedagogical 
leadership and middle level curriculum leader roles in sub-school 2) made it problematic for 
these leaders to carry out this work effectively.  This caused some confusion in terms of 
working relationships.  These findings reaffirm the point made by Fullan (2000) that 
organisational structure can facilitate or block the change process.  Fullan (1993) also posits 
that “to restructure is not to reculture” (p. 49).  In other words, changing formal structures is 
not the same as changing norms, habits, skills and beliefs (Fullan, 1993).  Other key writers 
in the field of educational change, such as Cuban (1988) and McLaughlin (1987) are also of 
the view that structural changes seldom impact on teaching and learning.   
 
The findings of the current study have nonetheless demonstrated the importance of 
considering the organisational structure in change processes, which has also been noted in 
other studies of educational change (e.g., Adamson & Yin, 2008; Cardno, 2006; Hannay et 
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al., 2001; Hauge, Norenes, & Vedøy, 2014), as this structure can prove problematic for 
school leaders in leading the implementation of a large-scale curriculum change as described 
above.  Hannay et al. (2001) who re-examined data from four studies to explore the 
relationship between the role of heads of department in change processes and the 
organisational structure, found that the change process was facilitated by an amended 
organisational structure that was conductive to the proposed change, while the change 
process was impeded by existing middle management structures that were not conducive to 
the proposed change.  Elmore (1996) proposes development of “organisational structures that 
intensify and focus, rather than dissipate and scatter, intrinsic motivation to engage in 
challenging practice” (p. 19).  Consistent with these points, the findings of the current study 
illustrated that changes to organisational structure were not conducive to implementing 
educational change and that such changes were not clearly executed to ensure those affected 
were aware of and understood new working relationships required of them in planning for the 
implementation of the new curriculum.  Thus, any modifications to existing formal structures 
should allow for effective and efficient processes to occur in order to achieve the goals of 
educational change.  
 
7.5.3 Workflow 
According to Sergiovanni (1995), consideration of the workflow is important to build 
commitment of teachers during and after they engage in new practices.  More specifically, 
Sergiovanni (1995) states that: 
[The process of change] involves making known specifically what is to be 
accomplished [i.e., change goal]; defining carefully how this will be accomplished 
[i.e., change targets]; giving specific attention to what teachers will actually be doing 
that is different [i.e., change protocols]; proving the necessary teaching apparatus, 
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equipment, and curriculum materials [i.e., curriculum materials and teaching units]; 
and proving the necessary ongoing training, assistance, supervision, and evaluation 
for ensuring that teachers’ attempts to implement the change will be successful [i.e., 
staff development]. (p. 286) 
The findings pertaining to challenges and enablers encountered by members of the school 
curriculum leadership team are analysed and discussed next in light of these five dimensions 
of the workflow.  
 
The change goal 
Sergiovanni (1995) clarifies the change goal as “what the school wants to accomplish” (p. 
287).  In interviews, participants seemed to have a clear understanding of the change goal of 
implementing the new curriculum in conjunction with two other teaching and learning 
initiative, namely differentiation of the curriculum and integration of ICT.  There was little 
evidence to suggest that a lack of clarity around the change goal existed based on 
participants’ responses to questions around challenges and enablers.  However, as noted in 
earlier sections, the change goal of implementing the new curriculum with two other teaching 
and learning initiatives embedded, and the expectation of staff to be responsive to other 
whole-school changes, proved challenging for some staff in planning for the implementation 
of the new curriculum, particularly in sub-school 1.  These findings suggest that the proposed 
change (i.e., change goal) should be kept simple, and that consideration should be given to 
the capacity and needs of staff to implement a significant curriculum change (Sergiovanni, 
1995).  Thus, the change goal pertaining to the implementation of the new curriculum at the 
case school, as described above, was understood by staff although viewed as arguably 
ambitious.  
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While participants had a clear understanding of the change goal, findings around challenges 
encountered by participants illustrated that attention to other dimensions of the workflow is 
also pivotal in working towards the change goal.  For instance, a lack of clarity around how 
staff would accomplish the change goal (i.e., change targets) presented challenges for some 
members of the school curriculum leadership team in planning for the implementation of the 
new curriculum, as did a lack of specific attention to what teachers would be doing that was 
different (i.e., change protocols).  Some participants also found it challenging to plan for the 
implementation of the new curriculum due to a lack of relevant professional opportunities 
and curriculum resources to support them in this planning.  These points are elaborated in the 
discussion that follows. 
 
Change targets 
The teaching and learning strategic plan developed by the school principal was the key 
document that identified how the implementation of the new curriculum would be 
accomplished (i.e., change targets).  This plan outlined the role of various leadership 
positions in the implementation of the new curriculum.  However, and as previously noted, 
there was a lack of clarity around the new roles introduced as part of the new learning 
management model, which transpired into some challenges for some members of the school 
curriculum leadership team as they planned for the implementation of the new curriculum.  
These findings suggest that working relationships were not clearly defined in relation to how 
the new curriculum would be accomplished, particularly in light of the new roles that formed 
part of the new learning management model.  In the current study, there appeared to be a lack 
of careful consideration on the part of the principal in relation to how staff would accomplish 
the change goal in light of a lack of resources and relevant professional development not 
available at the time when the school commenced implementation of the new curriculum.  
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Yet, as Sergiovanni (1995) maintains, there needs to be adequate attention and careful 
planning for the effective implementation of a curriculum change. 
 
Change protocols 
Change protocols is a dimension of the workflow that is concerned with “giving specific 
attention to what teachers will actually be doing that is different” (Sergiovanni, 1995, p. 287).  
As noted in Chapter Five, school-based professional development sessions were provided to 
teachers on differentiation of the curriculum.  These sessions were focused on assisting 
teachers in developing knowledge and skills in incorporating teaching and learning strategies 
into units of work that cater for different learners in the classroom.  Such sessions provided 
teachers with the opportunity to work with the new curriculum, however, these sessions were 
not specifically focused on deconstructing the requirements of this curriculum or the like.  
Whilst some staff utilised the time allocated to these sessions to work with other staff in 
planning for this new curriculum, others did not find these sessions useful in planning for the 
implementation of the new curriculum.  These findings demonstrated that little attention was 
given to what teachers were going to be doing that was different in terms of teaching the 
Australian Curriculum.  Thus, it was not surprising that some members of the school 
curriculum leadership team reported challenges in relation to requirements of the Australian 
Curriculum.  In a study conducted by Willis and Adie (2013), teachers were also found to 
experience difficulties in understanding requirements of the new national curriculum, 
particularly in how to determine students’ level of achievement and how to report such 
results.   
 
Furthermore, and as highlighted earlier around the discussion pertaining to the school as a 
unit of change, a lack of clarity around the new learning management model proved difficult 
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for some staff in understanding new working relationships required of them in planning for 
the implementation of the new curriculum.   
 
The above findings also provided insights into why the majority of middle level curriculum 
leaders collaborated with other colleagues in planning for the implementation of this 
curriculum.  Collaboration was identified as an enabler for some members of the school 
curriculum leadership team in planning for this implementation.  The findings here support 
Sergiovanni’s (1995) view that attention to what teachers will be doing that is different from 
what they ordinarily do, is an important consideration in implementing a curriculum change 
(Sergiovanni, 1995).   
 
Curriculum materials, teaching units 
According to Sergiovanni (1995), attention also needs to be given to “curriculum materials 
and units that teachers will need for them to work differently and successfully” (p. 287).  
Some findings in the present study further illuminated this point.  In particular, a lack of 
resources was found to present challenges for a number of senior and middle level curriculum 
leaders in planning for the implementation of the new curriculum.  Moreover, when resources 
did become available, these resources were perceived as enablers in this planning.  These 
findings illustrated the importance of giving attention to curriculum materials and teaching 
units that teachers require in order to work differently and successfully.  In the study 
conducted by Drummon et al. (2012) referred to earlier, a lack of adequate resources was 
another key concern of school leaders (i.e., participants) regarding how to planning for the 
implementation of the national curriculum.  Similarly, Ball and Bowe (1992) found that a 
constraint within which teachers had to work in implementing the national curriculum in the 
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UK was a mismatch between the expectation of this curriculum and school resources in terms 
of time, teachers, materials and space.   
 
Findings of the current study also suggest that attention to this dimension of the workflow 
may require school leaders to consider ramifications of school-based decisions on staff’s 
access to resources in planning for a large curriculum change.  In particular, the school-based 
decision to commence implementation of the new curriculum a year earlier than the required 
year of 2012 set by ACARA meant that staff at the case school had limited access to 
resources that would support them in their planning.  This was mainly due to the fact that 
educational bodies such as ACARA and QSA, as well as commercial publishers did not have 
such resources available at this time, particularly when curriculum documents were still in 
draft form. 
 
Professional development 
Professional development support constitutes another dimension of the workflow that 
Sergiovanni (1995) clarifies as the “help teachers will need before [and] ... while the process 
of change continues” (p. 287).  The current study found that a lack of relevant external and 
school-based professional development opportunities presented challenges for the majority of 
participants in planning for the implementation of the national curriculum.  As noted earlier, 
school-based professional development was provided on differentiation of the curriculum, 
which was a teaching and learning initiative embedded in the implementation of the new 
curriculum.  Because this professional development did not attend to deconstructing the 
requirements of the new curriculum to help staff understand what they are required to do 
differently in terms of teaching and learning (i.e., change protocols), some interviewees 
reported that such professional development proved unhelpful in planning for this 
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implementation.  In a study that focused on leadership and collaboration in implementing 
curriculum change in the Hong Kong context, Adamson and Yin (2008) found that a lack of 
opportunities for profession development hindered change particularly in one of three case 
schools.  Other researchers in the field of educational change have emphasised the 
importance of providing support in the form of professional development in order to build 
local capacity for the purpose of implementing such change (e.g., Fullan, 2000; Fullan, 
2007a; McLaughlin, 1987).   
 
Another key finding of the current study was that the majority of senior level curriculum 
leaders found professional development through professional associations as useful in their 
role in the implementation of this curriculum.  This is consistent with what Macdonald (2003) 
refers to as partnership approach to curriculum reform which is characterised by collaborative 
relationships between administrators, curriculum developers, professional associations, 
researchers, teacher educators, teachers and parents.  Similarly, Baum (2002) points out the 
importance of connecting with other parties and institutions in implementing educational 
change.   
 
Informal professional development, such as professional dialogue with colleagues and 
professional reading was also perceived by some senior and middle level curriculum leaders 
as enablers in planning for the implementation of the new curriculum.  Willis and Adie 
(2013) also found in their study that learning through supported professional conversations 
with peers, and a shared assessment discourse as being significant to support teachers in their 
efforts to implement new practices in the achievement standards of the Australian 
Curriculum. 
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7.5.4 Interacting dimensions of the workflow, and units of change  
According to Sergiovanni (1995), school leaders need to identify and assess potential issues 
that may arise from the different dimensions of the workflow of change and other units of 
change that might present challenges for them and their staff to plan and implement change.  
This seem to be supported by the above discussion that has demonstrated challenges were 
encountered by members of the school curriculum leadership team due to a lack of careful 
consideration of workflow and other units of change in planning for the implementation of 
the new curriculum.  Further analysis of these challenges revealed the interactive nature of 
the dimensions of the workflow and other units of change, and the ramifications that this had 
on the change process and leadership practices of members of the school curriculum 
leadership team in the case school. 
 
Figure 7.3 depicts some key illustrations of the interacting nature of the dimensions of the 
workflow, and units of change in relation to the current study.  For example, the change goal 
of commencing implementation of the new curriculum a year earlier than the year of 2012 set 
by ACARA in conjunction with the introduction of two other teaching and learning initiatives 
had implications on other dimensions of the workflow.  In particular, there was a lack of 
resources (i.e., curriculum materials, teaching units) and relevant professional development 
opportunities to assist staff in effectively and efficiently planning for this implementation.  
Moreover, school-based professional development that did not assist staff in understanding 
and deconstructing the requirements of the new curriculum did not assist them in 
understanding what they are required to do that is different in terms of teaching and learning 
(i.e., change protocols).  In addition, new working relationships required under the new 
learning management model (i.e., school structure) were not adequately clarified for staff in 
relation to planning for the implementation of this curriculum, which presented some 
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challenge for some members of the school curriculum leadership team.   
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THE WORKFLOW 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 7.3. Interacting dimensions of the workflow, and units of change 
Change Goal 
Commence implementation in 2011 (one year earlier than set by ACARA) with two 
other teaching and learning initiatives embedded (i.e., differentiation of the 
curriculum, and integration of ICT). 
Change Targets 
How the implementation of the new curriculum 
will be accomplished lacked adequate 
consideration of the other dimensions of the 
workflow and units of change.  For instance, 
careful consideration was not given to how staff 
will work differently under the new learning 
management model (i.e., school structure and 
change protocols), and how a lack of resources 
(i.e., curriculum materials, teaching units) and 
relevant professional development will be 
addressed to support staff in accomplishing the 
change goal. 
Change Protocols 
What teachers will do differently was not made 
clear in terms of the new working relationships 
required of them within the new learning 
management model (school structure).  A lack 
of professional development (PD) around 2011 
and school-based PD that did not assist staff in 
deconstructing the requirements of the new 
curriculum proved unhelpful in clarifying for 
staff what they will be doing that is different in 
terms of teaching and learning. 
Curriculum materials, teaching units 
There were limited resources available around 
2011 to support staff in planning for the 
implementation of this curriculum.   
Professional Development 
There was a lack of external PD opportunities to 
support staff in planning for the implementation 
of the new curriculum around 2011.   
 
School-based PD on differentiation of the 
curriculum did not prove helpful for some staff in 
deconstructing the new curriculum.  
 
THE SCHOOL 
 Climate of change – expectations of 
staff to be responsive to multiple 
changes impacted negatively on staff 
well-being, particularly in sub-school 1 
 Sub-school silo culture -  this culture 
proved difficult for some members of 
the school curriculum leadership team 
in working with staff from across the 
three sub-schools 
 School structure – New working 
relationships required of the new 
learning management model were not 
clearly clarified in terms of the 
implementation of the new curriculum 
TEACHERS 
The needs and readiness of staff to 
implement the new curriculum were not 
adequately considered, particularly in terms 
of the different dimensions of the workflow 
and the school’s climate of change.  For 
instance, there was a lack of resources and 
relevant PD to maximise staff’s readiness in 
planning for the implementation of this 
curriculum.  The expectation of staff to 
implement the new curriculum early and be 
responsive to other whole-school changes 
also exacerbated time constraints for staff 
to undertake this planning. 
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7.5.5 Summary 
In this section, the findings around challenges and enablers encountered by members of the 
school curriculum leadership team in implementing a national curriculum were analysed in 
light of some key components from Sergiovanni’s (1995) model of change, which formed 
part of the conceptual framework of this study.  The discussion illustrated that much of the 
study’s findings are consistent with those identified in the existing literature and have 
further illuminated the importance of considering multiple aspects of implementing change 
or units of change as Sergiovanni (1995) refers to them.  As depicted in Figure 7.3, the 
interacting nature of the dimensions of the workflow and units of change can have 
implication on the change process and the leadership practices of leaders at the school 
level.  As shown in the current study, these implications translated into challenges for 
leaders in their efforts to plan and implement effectively and efficiently a large-scale 
curriculum change, and more specifically a national curriculum.   
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7.6 Leadership Strategies and Interacting Units of Change 
In light of the discussion around the two sub-research questions, some of the findings 
illustrated the influence of the interacting units of change on leadership strategies 
employed by members of the school curriculum leadership team in leading the 
implementation of the new curriculum.  Discussion around factors that influenced 
enactment of the different leadership approaches revealed that such factors were associated 
with some aspect of the school structure or culture, which can be identified with the school 
as a unit of change.  Specifically, the climate of change that existed in the school site, as 
evident by the expectations of staff to be responsive to multiple demands and changes, 
influenced a senior level curriculum leader’s decision to used protection to be responsive 
to her staff who were under significant pressure within this climate of change.   
 
It was also found that the two senior level curriculum leaders of sub-school 1 mainly 
referred to support strategies in their leadership of the implementation of the new 
curriculum as there was a lack of resources and professional development available to 
assist their staff in planning for this implementation.  Another illustration of a unit of 
change impinging on leadership strategies used by members of the school curriculum 
leadership team related to the structure of how departments are framed traditionally in 
terms of curriculum in sub-school 3.  In particular, this structure influenced the decision of 
the two senior level curriculum leaders and one middle level curriculum of this sub-school 
to demonstrate trust in sub-ordinates who possessed relevant expert knowledge and skills 
to take charge of some aspect of planning for the implementation of the new curriculum.  
 
The above illustrations also revealed that factors located at the school level impinged on 
the leadership practices of the majority of participants located lower than the school 
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principal in the school hierarchy.  In relation to factors impacting on strategies employed 
by the school principal, the study found that external pressures mandating the 
implementation of the new curriculum influenced his strategies more than those in the 
school setting.  This was evident in his comments that staff had no choice but to 
implement the new curriculum because it was externally imposed.  These findings 
illuminated the macro- and micro-political contexts of the conceptual framework as 
impinging on the leadership practices of school leaders in implementing change.  As noted 
previously, the influence of contextual factors on leadership practices of school leaders has 
been noted in the current literature (e.g., Clements & Washbush, 1999; Daft, 2015; 
Hallinger, 2003; Hersey & Blanchard, 1974; Hoyle, 1999; Marion & Gonzales, 2014; 
McShane & Travaglione, 2005; Robbins et al., 2003; Scheerens, 2015; Spillane et al., 
2004).  The findings of this study expand on this, as they provide some specific insights 
into the implementation of a national curriculum, where the literature appears to be very 
scarce.  
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7.7 Chapter Seven Conclusion 
The discussion in this current chapter addressed the two sub-research questions, namely 
“How does the curriculum leadership team in one school lead the implementation of a 
national curriculum?” (sub-research question 1), and “What challenges and enablers, 
including those in relation to professional development, are encountered by the school 
curriculum leadership team when implementing a national curriculum?” (sub-research 
question 2).  Sections 7.4.5 and 7.5.5 summarised the key findings of the discussion 
around sub-research questions 1 and 2 respectively.  Regarding sub-research question 1, 
members of the school curriculum leadership team referred to more than one leadership 
approach as identified in Blase and Anderson’s (1995) micro-political leadership model, 
with the school principal and former executive leader for teaching and learning 
predominantly referring to an authoritarian approach, while the majority of senior level 
curriculum leaders mainly referring to a facilitative approach.  The majority of middle 
level curriculum leaders were found to refer to strategies that demonstrated a democratic, 
empowering leadership approach, which was consistent with findings from some studies 
(e.g., Hannay et al., 2001; Tam, 2010).    
 
Findings around sub-research question 2 were discussed in light of the key components of 
Sergiovanni’s (1995) change process model that formed part of this study’s conceptual 
framework.  The discussion revealed that the different dimensions of the workflow and 
other units of change, and their interactive nature can present challenges and/or enablers 
for school leaders in implementing a large-scale curriculum.  When careful consideration 
is given to these areas, school leaders may encounter enablers; otherwise, challenges may 
arise for them in implementing educational change.  These findings are consistent with 
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those in the current literature that identified challenges and enablers of implementing 
educational change (e.g., Willis & Adie, 2013; Drummon et al., 2012). 
 
Implicit in the findings around challenges and enablers is the point that members of the 
school curriculum leadership team relied on information at the broad national and/or state 
or territory contexts in which they work to inform their planning of the implementation of 
this curriculum.  For instance, challenges and enablers in relation to professional 
development and resources highlighted that some members of the school curriculum 
leadership team referred to the state education authority, formerly QSA (now QCAA), for 
such profession development and resources to inform them in this planning.   
 
Factors related to the macro- and micro-political contexts were also found to significantly 
impact on leadership strategies employed by members of the school curriculum leadership 
team in leading the implementation of the new curriculum.  Whilst this  corroborates the 
views of a number of researchers in the current literature around the influence of contexts 
on leadership practices of school leaders (e.g., Clements & Washbush, 1999; Daft, 2015; 
Hallinger, 2003; Hersey & Blanchard, 1974; Hoyle, 1999; Marion & Gonzales, 2014; 
McShane & Travaglione, 2005; Robbins et al., 2003; Scheerens, 2015; Spillane et al., 
2004), these findings have provided some insights specifically into the implementation of a 
national curriculum where there is currently limited studies in this area. 
 
The findings also provided insights into the complex nature of schools and the challenges 
posed by the implementation of the Australian Curriculum, a major change initiative that 
has impacted upon all schools in Australia.  Moreover, this research has afforded deeper 
insights into this major change process from the perspectives of individuals occupying 
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various curriculum leadership roles across different levels within the school and from 
teachers.  To date, no other study could be identified in the current literature that has 
investigated a major change process in this way.    
 
The conceptual framework developed for the purpose of this study has proven to be pivotal 
in obtaining deeper insights into a major change process.  This framework provides a wide 
and nuanced view of leadership by acknowledging that schools operate within macro- and 
micro-political contexts that can impinge on the leadership practices of school leaders.  
Additionally, the framework identifies units of change that may have implications on the 
change process, which school leaders need to consider when planning for a major change.   
 
The findings of this study are arguably unique to the Australian context.  This single case 
study of one P-12 independent Queensland school illuminated the political and 
constitutional context in which schools operate in Australia and how such context can 
impact on the implementation of the national curriculum at the local school level.  While 
states and territories have constitutional autonomy for education, they have nonetheless 
endorsed the implementation of a national curriculum.  This has transpired into external 
pressures for schools to implement this curriculum, and as the findings illustrated, this 
impacted on the school principal’s reliance on his formal authority in leading this 
implementation in his school. 
 
The final chapter, which follows, provides a summary and discussion of the study’s 
implications for theory, policy and practice.  
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CHAPTER EIGHT: CONCLUSION 
8.1 Chapter Eight Introduction 
This chapter summarises the study presented in this thesis.  It revisits the purpose of the 
study, the literature review and conceptual framework that was used to guide it and the 
research methodology.  Following this is a discussion of the key findings and the 
implications for theory, policy, and practice.  The limitations of this study are also 
outlined.  This chapter concludes with recommendations for further research.   
 
8.2 Purpose of the study 
The purpose of this study was to investigate the leadership strategies employed by 
members of the school curriculum leadership at one P-12 independent Queensland school 
in the implementation of Phase One learning areas of Australia’s first national curriculum.  
These learning areas were Australian Curriculum Mathematics, English, Science and 
History.  This study proved to be timely because to date there has been limited research on 
the implementation of the national curriculum. While the literature on national curricula of 
other countries provided some insights into the areas of interest, this literature did not 
account for the idiosyncrasies of the Australian context.  Furthermore, no study currently 
exists that investigates the leadership strategies used by different levels of school leaders to 
facilitate the implementation of a national curriculum.   
 
8.3 Literature review & Conceptual framework  
The findings of the literature review informed the development of the conceptual 
framework for this study.  The conceptual framework drew on three frameworks that were 
identified as useful in synthesising the key findings that emerged from the literature in the 
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field.  Specifically, the conceptual framework drew heavily on Sergiovanni’s (1995) 
change process model that identified four interacting units of change, said to affect the 
implementation of educational change, and Blase and Anderson’s (1995) micro-political 
leadership matrix that identified four micro-political leadership approaches that leaders 
may draw upon when they are leading change such as the implementation of a national 
curriculum.  In addition, the conceptual framework incorporated some key ideas from 
Smeed et al.’s  (2009) micro-political leadership model, and in particular, the idea that the 
macro-political context can impact on school leaders’ choice of strategies that the refer to 
in their work.  The marrying of the key components from these three frameworks produced 
a conceptual framework for this study that provided an appropriate lens from which to 
investigate the areas of interest identified in the two sub-research questions of this study.   
 
8.4 Methodology 
In order to present a rich understanding of the leadership strategies employed by the 
members of the school curriculum leadership team in one P-12 independent Queensland 
school, a qualitative case study was employed.  The choice of a qualitative case study was 
considered an appropriate methodology by which to investigate the areas of interest, as it 
provided the best opportunity to study a phenomenon within its context (Yin, 2003b).  
According to Yin (2003b), a case study is also suitable to investigate as phenomenon when 
there is limited research in the field, which was the case in relation to this study.   
 
To obtain a comprehensive understanding of the leadership strategies employed by 
members of the school curriculum leadership team at the case school, several data 
collection methods were utilised to gather qualitative data in the areas of interest.  First, an 
online questionnaire was conducted to obtain some preliminary information in these areas 
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of interest.  Second, data from documents provided significant insights into the context of 
the case school.  Third, semi-structured interviews were conducted with members of the 
school curriculum leadership team and a curriculum officer from the independent schools 
association, which allowed the researcher to gather in-depth data around the two sub-
research questions.  Collectively, these different data sources provided a rich 
understanding of the leadership strategies employed by members of the school curriculum 
leadership team at the case school.   
 
8.5 Summary of key findings 
The main purpose of this study was to address the key research question of “How does the 
curriculum leadership team in one school lead the implementation of a national 
curriculum?”  In addressing this key question, two sub-research questions were devised, 
namely: “What strategies are used by the school curriculum leadership team to lead the 
implementation of a national curriculum?” (sub-research question 1); and “What 
challenges and enablers, including those in relation to professional development, are 
encountered by the school curriculum leadership team when implementing a national 
curriculum?” (sub-research question 2).   
 
Chapters Five presented key findings around sub-research question 1, which were then 
analysed in Chapter Seven in light of Blase and Anderson’s (1995) micro-political 
leadership matrix that formed part of the current study’s conceptual framework.  In short, 
members of the school curriculum leadership team employed strategies that could be 
identified with at least one leadership approach within this matrix (see, Table 5.3).  
However, the school principal and formal executive leader for teaching and learning 
tended to refer to strategies that demonstrated an authoritarian leadership approach, while a 
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facilitative leadership approach was often referred to by the majority of senior level 
curriculum leaders, and middle level curriculum leaders tended to employ a democratic, 
empowering leadership approach.  These findings also revealed that there was an inverse 
relationship between the use of direct use of powers and those in positioned lower in the 
school hierarchy, and an inverse relationship between the use of indirect use of power and 
those located higher in the school structure (see, Figure 7.2).  
 
Chapter Six presented key findings around sub-research question 2, which were also 
analysed in Chapter Seven in light of some key components of Sergiovanni’s (1995) 
change process model within the current study’s conceptual framework.  Challenges 
encountered by members of the school curriculum leadership team in leading the 
implementation of the curriculum related to the: learning management model; support; 
lack of relevant professional development opportunities; requirements of the Australian 
Curriculum; and school culture and structure (see, Table 6.1).  Enablers encountered by 
these members related to: collaboration; time release; resources; and professional 
development (see, Table 6.2).  The interactive nature of the workflow and other units of 
change was revealed when these challenges and enablers were analysed in light of some 
key components of Sergiovanni’s (1995) change process model (see, Figure 7.3).   
 
8.6 Implications for theory  
The conceptual framework developed for the purpose of this study was informed by the 
findings of the literature review presented in Chapter Four, and more specifically drew 
upon Sergiovanni’s (1995) change process model, Blase and Anderson’s (1995) micro-
political leadership matrix, and Smeed et al.’s (2009) notion of the macro-political context 
as impacting on leadership practices in schools.  This framework proved pivotal in 
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understanding the leadership practices of members of the school curriculum leadership 
team in one P-12 independent Queensland school in leading the implementation of a 
national curriculum, and the challenges and enablers they encountered in leading this 
implementation.  This is perhaps not surprising as the framework pays attention to the 
political realities (i.e., micro-politics) of school life that can impact on the leadership 
practices of school leaders, which seem to be lacking in traditional views of organisations 
and leadership (Blase & Anderson, 1995; T. Burns, 1961; Flessa, 2009; Hoyle, 1982).  
According to Blase (2005), “micropolitics is a fundamental dimension of school change in 
general” (p. 264), while Flessa (2009) posits that through a micro-political lens exists “the 
potential to generate interesting and potentially useful analyses of the different experiences 
and expectations of those closest to educational policy implementation” (p. 332). 
 
It can be argued that the current study’s framework provided a complete and nuanced view 
of school leadership in leading educational change as it acknowledged that schools operate 
within the macro- and micro-political contexts that can impinge on the leadership practices 
of school leaders in implementing educational change, as well as the change process (e.g., 
Clements & Washbush, 1999; Daft, 2015; Hallinger, 2003; Hersey & Blanchard, 1974; 
Hoyle, 1999; Marion & Gonzales, 2014; McShane & Travaglione, 2005; Robbins et al., 
2003; Scheerens, 2015; Spillane et al., 2004).  The findings of this study confirmed that 
factors related to the macro- and micro-political contexts do in fact influence school 
leaders’ choice of leadership strategies in leading educational change (see, discussion in 
Chapter Seven around factors that influence enactment of the different leadership 
approaches).   
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Another strength of the conceptual framework was its interactive nature that encapsulates 
the complexities of leading educational change that school leaders are faced with.  This 
was illustrated in the discussion around the interacting dimensions of the workflow and 
other units of change (see, Section 7.5.4 and Figure 7.3), and the influence of these units of 
change on leadership practices of members of the school curriculum leadership team in the 
case school (See, Section 7.6).  As can be seen in Figure 7.3, a lack of careful 
consideration of the dimensions of the workflow in planning for the implementation of 
educational change can have adverse implications on other units of change, which can 
present challenges for school leaders in effectively implementing change.  Thus, the 
findings in this study revealed the complex nature of implementing change for school 
leaders and confirmed that attention needs to be given to multiple units of change to 
minimise challenges that they may encounter in implementing a new curriculum.    
 
In light of the findings of this study as outlined above, it is argued that the conceptual 
framework presented in this study provides school leaders with a wider view of leadership, 
which should enable them to identify and deal with a wide range of issues that they may 
encounter when leading educational change.  While this conceptual framework has proven 
invaluable to investigate the research phenomenon of this study, it is acknowledged that 
the application of this framework in further research could aid its refinement to generate 
better knowledge and understanding around the leadership of educational change and the 
change process.  
 
8.7 Implications for policy  
The findings of the current study demonstrated the complexity of implementing mandated 
curriculum change at the local school level.  As argued by Ball and Bowe (1992), policy 
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does not account for the idiosyncrasies that exist across schools.  In fact, policy neglects 
the diverse contexts of schools, particularly in terms of resources and skilled staff to plan 
and implement effectively for curriculum change.  In this way, policy assumes schools are 
homogenous.  Subsequently, a constraint that schools may face is a mismatch between the 
expectation of the mandated curriculum, a lack of school resources in terms of time, 
skilled teachers and materials to plan and implement the proposed curriculum effectively. 
Thus, an implication of the findings of this study is for policy makers to take into 
consideration the idiosyncratic nature of schools across the different school sectors.  For 
instance, allocation of funding to schools under funding Acts, such as the Australian 
Education Act 2013, could be included for the training of staff and time release of staff 
from their classes to plan for the implementation of the new curriculum.  It was clear from 
the findings of the current study that adequate time to plan effectively for the 
implementation of the new curriculum was a significant challenge for a number of staff 
members.     
 
The introduction of a national curriculum in Australia is an example of top-down approach 
to curriculum reform, whereby it is centrally orchestrated (D. L. Smith & Lovat, 2003).  
The literature on top-down approaches to curriculum reforms during the 1970s and 1980s 
revealed that such approaches were ineffective in achieving the goals of such reforms 
(Macdonald, 2003).  Specifically, it was found that enacted reforms deviated from the 
intentions or conceptualisation of policy makers, developers or curriculum writers 
(Macdonald, 2003; Morris, 1995).  According to Macdonald (2003), “curriculum 
innovations were invariably transformed between concept and implementation, and local 
forces, including the teacher and the school environment, played a key role in the apparent 
gap between conception and practice” (p. 141).   
 
 
299 
 
 
The findings of the current study have provided further insights into factors that may 
contribute to the gap between conception of curriculum reforms by policy makers and 
enactment of the curriculum in schools.  In particular, the findings around challenges 
encountered by members of the school curriculum leadership team suggested that these 
members were not equipped to plan effectively for the implementation of the new 
curriculum.  This was mainly due to a lack of relevant professional development and 
resources, and time to interpret and deconstruct the curriculum documents.  Thus, an 
implication for policy makers and school leaders is to recognise and anticipate possible 
challenges that schools may encounter in planning and implementing the proposed 
curriculum reform, and have concrete initiatives in place to support school staff to be adept 
at such planning and implementation.  If schools do not have the capacity or the skills to 
implement the proposed curriculum, this gap is likely to prevail resulting in future 
curriculum reforms being pursued in vain. 
 
8.8 Implications for practice 
As noted by Blase and Björk (2010), a number of studies have revealed that successful 
school reform is associated with a facilitative leadership approach being adopted by the 
school principal (e.g., Berends, Bodilly, & Kirby, 2003; Blase, 1991; Hall & Placier, 2003; 
Rulfs, Crocker, Wright, & Petrie, 2001; Smylie, Wenzel, & Fendt, 2003; Somich, 2005).  
On the contrary, an authoritarian leadership approach has been identified in a number of 
studies as having been a major hindrance to successful school reform (e.g., Blase, 1991; 
Cooper, Ehrensal, & Bromme, 2005; Datnow & Costellano, 2003; Finnan & Meza, 2003; 
Kilgore & Jones, 2003; Maxcy & Nguyen, 2006; Scribner, Sawyer, Watson, & Meyers, 
2007).  The findings of this study illustrated that school leaders positioned higher in the 
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school hierarchy (i.e., school principal, and former executive leader for teaching and 
learning) tended to draw upon an authoritarian leadership approach.  For instance, the 
decision by the school principal to implement Phase One learning areas of the Australian 
Curriculum in 2011, a year earlier than set by ACARA was an illustration of an 
authoritarian leadership approach.  This decision had ramifications on the readiness to plan 
for the implementation of this curriculum, as around 2011 there was a lack of resources 
and relevant professional development to support them around this time, and the 
expectation of staff to be responsive to multiple change initiatives in the case school 
placed staff under significant pressures, particularly in sub-school 1.   
 
An implication of the above findings for the case school is for the school principal and the 
person in the executive leader for teaching and learning role to consider carefully the type 
and scope of micro-political strategies they use when seeking to implement a mandated 
educational change.  There may be times when top-down change is warranted; other times 
when a more facilitative approach could be adopted. In the current case school, it seemed 
that these two senior leaders could have involved staff in decision-making processes in 
relation to how the curriculum was implemented and the timeframe for implementation.  
The input of these staff in such decision-making processes might have helped to alleviate 
some of the challenges that emerged.  
 
The findings around leadership practices of members of the school curriculum leadership 
team in the case school may also prove useful in reflection and practical actions for school 
leaders in other schools across the different school sectors (i.e., independent, state, and 
Catholic).  Furthermore, an implication of these findings for state and territory education 
authorities and education bodies at the school sector is to organise and fund professional 
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development opportunities for school leaders on facilitative leadership approaches to 
effectively plan for the implementation of future curriculum change, and more specifically 
future iteration of the endorsed Australian Curriculum.   
 
Implicit in the above implications for practice is a suggestion that all leaders across the 
different professional levels of a school could benefit from an understanding of micro-
politics.  As the findings of this research demonstrated, facilitative leadership as a micro-
political leadership approach holds much merit for the implementation of educational 
change (Blase & Anderson, 1995; Blase & Björk, 2010), and more specifically a national 
curriculum.  
 
The findings of this study around challenges and enablers could also be used by the case 
school as a basis for reflection on planning and implementing future curriculum changes, 
including implementation of any future iteration of the endorsed Australian Curriculum.  
Specifically, the main practical implications of these findings for the case school are:  
 Consideration to be given to other planned change initiatives in the school and how 
these might impact on the implementation of the Australian Curriculum or the 
proposed change, which is mandated (i.e., change goal). 
 Relevant professional development is important to support staff in planning for the 
implementation of proposed change.  Thus, school-based professional development 
opportunities provided to staff should be focused and specific to deconstructing and 
understanding the requirements of the Australian Curriculum or the proposed 
change, so that staff understand what they need to do that is different (i.e., change 
protocols).      
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 Careful attention to be given to how the implementation of the change will be 
accomplished (i.e., change targets), paying attention to the dimensions of the 
workflow and other units of change.   
 The roles of leaders at the different professional levels in the school should be 
clearly clarified, giving specific attention to how these leaders will work with staff 
in the planning and implementation of the proposed change.   
 A culture of sharing and collaboration is cultivated that is conducive to planning 
and implementing change, whereby staff do not work in silos.   
 
In the same ways as described above, the findings around challenges and enablers may 
also prove useful for other schools across the different school sectors as a basis of 
reflection and to guide their planning of future curriculum changes, including any future 
iteration of the Australian Curriculum.   
 
8.9 Limitations of this study 
There were three main limitations to this study.  First, the generalisability of findings of 
this study was limited, as it was a single case study and findings from such methodology 
are not generalisable to the wider population (Yin, 2003b).  However, such findings may 
contribute to making broader generalisations about leading the implementation of national 
curriculum reforms.  Second, there was the possibility of the researcher being predisposed 
to certain views about the phenomenon being investigated due to her past work in P-12 
independent Queensland schools and experience in a middle level curriculum leader role.  
This potential risk of researcher bias was minimised by the researcher actively seeking and 
recognising her own biases by engaging in self-reflection.  During the process of data 
collection and analysis, and reporting of findings, the researcher documented her reflection 
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of emerging patterns (i.e., analytics memos), which played a critical part in effectively 
analysing the data.  The researcher also intentionally identified and fully documented 
opposing instances of what she expected to observe in the data collection and analysis 
phases of the study, as well as discrepancies or contradictory data in further minimising 
any biases held by her.   
 
Another limitation of the research was related to the non-participation of two members of 
the school curriculum leadership team (i.e., former executive leader for teaching and 
learning, and Years 3 - 6 middle level curriculum leader) but whose leadership strategies 
were identified according to the accounts of other interviewees.  It could be argued that the 
non-participation of these participants brings into question the validity of the findings 
around leadership strategies employed by these leaders.  However, these findings drew 
upon the perceptions of several different interviewees rather than just one person’s 
account.  Thus, it is argued that this minimised the risk of subjectiveness on the part of the 
researcher around such findings.   
 
8.10 Recommendations for further research 
In conclusion, the findings of this study identified and discussed the leadership strategies 
employed, and challenges and enablers encountered, by members of the school curriculum 
leadership team in one P-12 independent Queensland school.  This study contributed 
further understandings in these areas in the implementation of national curricula reforms.  
Nonetheless, a range of opportunities and recommendations for further research can be 
derived from the findings and discussion.  They are as follows: 
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 Further research could be conducted in the school site whereby the findings of the 
current study are shared with members of the school curriculum leadership team 
and their perceptions are sought regarding the efficacy of the implementation. 
 As this case study was conducted in one independent school within a metropolitan 
area, it is recommended that future case studies be conducted in a rural setting to 
determine if school leaders in such setting enact leadership differently and 
encounter challenges and enablers that differ from those identified in this study.   
 While this study was conducted in one school within the independent school sector, 
it is recommended that future case studies be carried out that explore the 
aforementioned areas of interest in other school sectors, namely public and catholic 
education sectors as new learning areas of the national curriculum are being drafted 
and/or revised and implemented in Australia.   
 Future research could be carried out in other states and territories within Australia 
in the different school sectors to assess comparability of findings, which may 
contribute to a better conceptual framework from which to understand the 
leadership of school leaders and the challenges and enablers that they may face in 
implementing large-scale curriculum reforms.  
 To date, there is a small body of comparative research on the leadership of 
implementing a national curriculum worldwide.  It is recommended that future 
comparative studies be conducted to explore how school leaders lead the 
implementation of a national curriculum to identify fully the commonalities 
inherited in such efforts, as well as differences.  
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Appendix A: Online Questionnaire 
 
Online Questionnaire – Leading Curriculum Change 
 
Leading the implementation of the national curriculum: A case 
study in one Queensland School 
 
Please refer to the following link to view the Participant Information (this will open a new 
window/tab). 
 
PLEASE NOTE: 
 
1. Only complete this questionnaire if you have had involvement and/or are involved with 
implementing Phase One learning areas of the Australian Curriculum at your school. 
 
2. Submitting the completed online questionnaire is accepted as an indication of your consent to 
participate in this component of this project. 
 
3. Prior to submission, you can access this online questionnaire multiple times to continue from 
the previous session.   
 
Please enter your created details to begin...   
 
If you have not yet created a login name and password, please visit the following page to do so: 
Register Your Password 
 
............................................................................................................................................................. 
 
REMINDERS: 
 
 Only complete this questionnaire if you have had any involvement and/or are involved with 
implementing Phase One learning areas (Maths, English, Science and History) of the 
Australian Curriculum at your school.  
 
 Submitting the completed online questionnaire is accepted as an indication of your consent to 
participate in this component of this project. 
 
 Prior to submission, you can access this online questionnaire multiple times to continue from 
the previous session.   
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Section A: Demographic Information 
 
For each question below, please select the best fit option: 
 
1. What is your gender? 
 
 Female         
 Male         
 
2. Which age group do you fall into? 
 
  20-29     
  30-29     
  40-49    
  50-59     
  over 60     
 
3. What is your present role at your current school? 
 
 Principal (or equivalent) 
 Senior Level Curriculum Leader (Curriculum leadership roles whereby curriculum      
     oversight is for a sub-school and/or whole school e.g., Deputy Principal of Curriculum) 
 Middle Level Curriculum Leader (e.g., Head of Department, Subject Area or Year Level/s  
      or equivalent) 
 Teacher 
 
Other, please specify the type of role below (e.g., Librarian; Curriculum Support Officer; etc.) 
 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
 
  
4. How many years have you held the role that you selected in Question 3 for at your current 
school?  
 
  < 3 years     
  4-6 years     
  7-10 years     
  11-14 years     
  > 14 years     
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5. How many years have you held the role that you selected in Question 3 for in your teaching 
career?   
 
  < 3 years     
  4-6 years     
  7-10 years     
  11-14 years     
  > 14 years     
 
6. How many years have you been a teacher? 
 
  < 3 years     
  4-6 years     
  7-10 years     
  11-14 years     
  > 14 years     
 
7. Please select all levels of qualifications you have obtained. 
 
  Certificate 
  Diploma  
  Bachelor     
  Graduate Certificate     
  Masters 
  Doctoral 
 
Other (Please specify):  
 
................................................................................................................................................ 
 
Section B: Strategies used in implementing Phase One learning areas of the 
Australian Curriculum 
Please select your current role at your school, so that relevant questions for this role will show. 
  
  1(a) Principal 
  2(a) Senior Level Curriculum Leader 
  3(a) Middle Level Curriculum Leader 
  4(a) Teacher 
  5(a) Other Role 
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Questions for 1(a) Principal 
 
1(b) Please list and briefly explain what you have done in your role to implement Phase One 
learning areas at your school. 
 
Consider for example, the actions you might have taken at the whole school level to start the 
process of implementing Phase One learning areas, and other activities you have been involved in 
to implement Phase One learning areas. 
 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
 
1(c) What do you think have been the most effective actions you have taken to implement Phase 
One learning areas?  Please explain. 
 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
 
1(d) What do you think have been the least effective actions you have taken to implement Phase 
One learning areas?  Please explain.   
 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
 
Questions for 2(a) Senior Level Curriculum Leader 
2(b) Please list and briefly explain what you have done in your role to implement Phase One 
learning areas. 
 
Consider for example, the actions you might have taken to support middle level curriculum leaders 
and teachers in their work and other activities you have been involved in to implement Phase One 
learning areas. 
 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
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2(c) What do you think have been the most effective actions you have taken to implement Phase 
One learning areas?  Please explain. 
 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
 
2(d) What do you think have been the least effective actions you have taken to implement Phase 
One learning areas?  Please explain. 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
 
Questions for 3(a) Middle Level Curriculum Leader 
3(b) Please list and briefly explain what you have done in your role to implement Phase One 
learning areas, particularly those you have responsibility for.   
 
Consider for example, the actions you might have taken at the department level to support 
department teachers in their work and other activities you have been involved in to implement 
Phase One learning areas.  
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
 
3(c) What do you think have been the most effective actions you have taken to implement Phase 
One learning areas?  Please explain. 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
 
3(d) What do you think have been the least effective actions you have taken to implement Phase 
One learning areas?  Please explain. 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
 
  
 
 
336 
 
Questions for 4(a) Teacher 
4(b) Please list and briefly explain what you have done in your role to implement Phase One 
learning areas. 
 
Consider for example, the actions you might have taken in your preparation to deliver Phase One 
learning areas at the classroom level, and other activities you have been involved in to implement 
Phase One learning areas. 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
 
4(c) How would you describe the overall approach taken at your school to implement Phase One 
learning areas?  Please explain. 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
 
4(d) How would you describe the approach taken at the different levels of leadership 
(principalship, senior level, and middle level) to implement Phase One learning areas?  Please 
explain. 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
 
Questions for 5(a) Other Role 
5(b) Please list and briefly explain what you have done in your role to implement Phase One 
learning areas.  In your response, please specify the type of role that you hold (examples: Senior 
School Librarian, Curriculum Support Officer, etc.).  
 
Consider for example, the actions you might have taken to support other members of staff at the 
school and other activities you have been involved in to implement Phase One learning areas. 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
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5(c) How would you describe the overall approach taken at your school to implement Phase One 
learning areas?  Please explain. 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
 
5(d) How would you describe the approach taken at the different levels of leadership 
(principalship, senior level, and middle level) to implement Phase One learning areas?  Please 
explain. 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
 
Section C: Challenges of implementing Phase One learning areas 
 
1. In your role, what do you consider to be the most significant challenges in implementing Phase 
One learning areas of the Australian Curriculum at your school to date? 
 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
 
2. Please describe how you have responded or are responding to each of the challenges you have 
outlined in the previous question. 
 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
 
Section D: Enablers of implementing Phase One learning areas 
 
1. What do you consider to be the most significant factors that have assisted you in your role in 
implementing Phase One learning areas of the Australian Curriculum at your school to date? 
 
 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
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Section E: The role of professional development  
 
1. For each statement, select the box that best describes your level of agreement.   
 
 Strongly 
Agree 
  Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 
(a) Professional development is important to 
support you in your role in implementing 
Phase One learning areas of the Australian 
Curriculum. 
 
     
(b) You are aware of many professional 
development opportunities available 
through external providers (e.g., 
Queensland Studies Authority) that might 
support you in implementing Phase One 
learning areas.   
 
     
(c) Professional development activities you 
have attended through external providers 
have assisted you in implementing Phase 
One learning areas. 
 
     
(d) You would like to attend more professional 
development activities through external 
providers to support you in your role in 
implementing Phase One learning areas.   
 
     
(e) School-based professional development 
opportunities are provided to support you 
in your role in implementing Phase One 
learning areas. 
 
     
(f) School-based professional development 
activities you have attended have assisted 
you in implementing Phase One learning 
areas.   
 
     
(g) More school-based professional 
development activities could be helpful in 
supporting you in implementing Phase One 
learning areas. 
 
     
(h) A professional development program exists 
at the school that supports you with 
implementing Phase One learning areas.      
 
     
 
Other comments (Please provide):  
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
...............................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................... 
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Appendix B: Semi-structured Interview Guide for Curriculum Leaders 
 
INTERVIEW FOCUS AREAS & QUESTIONS 
MEMBERS OF THE SCHOOL CURRICULUM LEADERSHIP TEAM 
(Principal; Senior Level Curriculum Leaders; and Middle Level Curriculum Leaders) 
 
Focus: Leadership strategies 
1. How would you describe your overall approach in leading the implementation of Phase One 
learning areas in your role? 
 
2. In what ways have you worked with other members of the school curriculum leadership team 
and teachers to implement Phase One learning areas?   
 
3. What have been the responses to your actions/efforts from others within the school in leading 
the implementation of Phase One learning areas? 
 
4. What do you think could have been done differently in your role to implement Phase One 
learning areas more effectively?   
Focus: Challenges & Responses 
5. How would you describe the school climate and culture and have these presented as 
challenges for you in leading the implementation of Phase One learning areas?  If so, how 
have you responded to these? 
 
6. Are there other factors at the local school level which have presented as challenges for you in 
leading the implementation of Phase One learning areas?  If so, how have you responded to 
these? 
 
7. What factors from outside the school have presented as challenges for you in your role in 
leading the implementation of Phase One learning areas? 
Focus: Enablers  
8. Are there aspects of the school climate and/or culture which have enabled you to lead the 
implementation of Phase One learning areas? 
 
9. Are there other factors at the local school level which have assisted you in implementing 
Phase One learning areas?   
 
10. Are there factors from outside the school which have enabled you to lead the implementation 
of Phase One learning areas? 
Focus: The Role of Professional Development  
11. What types of professional development have you found most effective in supporting you in 
implementing Phase One learning areas?     
 
12. To what extent have professional development activities you have participated in provided 
you with new skills, knowledge, and a different view in implementing Phase One learning 
areas.   
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Appendix C: Semi-structured Interview Guide for Teachers 
 
INTERVIEW FOCUS AREAS & QUESTIONS   
TEACHERS OF PHASE ONE LEARNING AREAS 
 
Focus: Teachers’ perception of leadership strategies  
1. What actions have been taken at the different levels of leadership (principalship, senior level, 
and middle level) to implement Phase One learning areas?  How have you responded to these 
actions?   
 
2. In what ways have you worked with the different levels of leadership (principalship, senior 
level, and middle level) to implement Phase One learning areas? 
 
3. Have you been involved in any process of consultation regarding the implementation of Phase 
One learning areas?  If so, could you please outline this process and what was your 
involvement in this process?   
 
4. What do you think have been the most effective actions taken at the different levels of 
leadership (principal, senior level, and middle level) to implement Phase One learning areas?   
 
5. What do you think have been the least effective actions taken at the different levels of 
leadership (principal, senior level, and middle level) to implement Phase One learning areas?   
 
6. Do you have any other comments about the role of leadership in implementing Phase One 
learning areas? 
Focus: The role of professional development 
7. To what degree has professional development played a part in supporting you in implementing 
Phase One learning areas?  In what ways has it supported you? 
 
8. What types of professional development have you found most effective in supporting you in 
implementing Phase One learning areas?     
 
9. To what extent have professional development activities you have participated in provided you 
with new skills, knowledge, and a different view in implementing Phase One learning areas.   
 
10. Do you have any other comments about the role of professional development in implementing 
this curriculum? 
 
  
 
 
341 
 
Appendix D: Semi-structured Interview Guide for School Sector 
Curriculum Officer 
 
INTERVIEW FOCUS AREAS & QUESTIONS   
CURRICULUM OFFICER FROM SCHOOL SECTOR 
 
Focus: Leadership strategies 
1. In your work with schools within the independent sector, what have you observed to be 
effective leadership strategies at the local school level in leading the implementation of Phase 
One learning areas? 
 
2. What do you think school leaders can do differently to lead the implementation of the 
Australian Curriculum more effectively at the school level? 
 
Focus: Challenges & Responses 
3. In your work with schools within the independent sector, what have you observed to be 
challenges for schools, school leaders and teachers in implementing Phase One learning areas? 
 
4. Based on your observations, how have they responded to these challenges?   
 
 Focus: Enablers  
5. What types of support and/or resources have been offered by ISQ to independent schools to 
assist them with the implementation of Phase One learning areas?  
 
6. Based on your observations and your work with schools within the independent sector, what do 
you think have assisted schools with the implementation of Phase One learning areas? 
 
Focus: The Role of Professional Development  
7. What professional development opportunities have been offered by ISQ to independent schools 
to assist them with the implementation of Phase One learning areas? 
 
8. Based on your observations and work with schools within the independent sector, do you feel 
professional development has played a significant role in the implementation of Phase One 
learning areas at the local school level? 
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Appendix E: Summary of Documents Collected  
 
Level of 
Educational 
Context 
Reference 
Label 
Documents from organisation’s website Reference 
Label 
 
Documents collected during fieldwork 
National   Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority 
Documents (www.australiancurriculum.edu.au): 
  n/a 
 Doc1 The Australian Curriculum v.5 English Aims, Content Structure, 
Year Level & Content Descriptions, Achievement Standards, Work 
Samples  
  
 Doc2 The Australian Curriculum v.5 History Aims, Content Structure, 
Year Level & Content Descriptions, Achievement Standards, Work 
Samples 
  
 Doc3 The Australian Curriculum v.5 Science Aims, Content Structure, 
Year Level & Content Descriptions, Achievement Standards, Work 
Samples 
  
 Doc4 The Australian Curriculum v.5 Maths Aims, Content Structure, 
Year Level & Content Descriptions, Achievement Standards, Work 
Samples 
  
State  Queensland Studies Authority Documents (www.qsa.qld.edu.au):  n/a 
 Doc5 Australian Curriculum in Queensland General Information   
 Doc6 Australian Curriculum Implementation Strategy   
 Doc7 Advice and guidelines for the implementation of the Australian 
Curriculum 
  
 Doc8 Whole School Planning (P-10)   
 Doc9 P-10 English Australian Curriculum and Resources   
 Doc10 Planning for implementing: Australian Curriculum P-10 Draft   
 Doc11 Timing of assessment across P-10 by year level Planning document   
 Doc12 Range and balance of assessment across P-10 by year level 
planning document 
  
 Doc13 Timing of assessment across p-10 by learning area planning 
document 
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Level of 
Educational 
Context 
Reference 
Label 
Documents from organisation’s website Reference 
Label 
 
Documents collected during fieldwork 
State, cont’d Doc14 Whole School Planning (P-10) Planning document   
 Doc15 Balance of coverage of general capabilities and cross-curriculum 
priorities across P-10 Planning document 
  
 Doc16 Whole school curriculum and assessment plan: What we currently 
do Planning document 
  
 Doc17 Whole school curriculum and assessment plan: AC P-10 (original 
source ACARA), planning document 
  
 Doc18 Whole school curriculum plan: P-10 overview, Teaching and 
learning term overview P-10 
  
School Sector  Independent Schools Queensland Documents 
(www.isq.qld.edu.au): 
 Independent Schools Queensland Documents: 
 Doc19 Australian Curriculum Information Doc27 Australian Curriculum: Economics and Business Consultation Draft 
 Doc20 Australian Curriculum, Integrated Curriculum School Samples Doc28 Update on Australian Curriculum Memorandum to Curriculum Leaders 
 Doc22 Australian Curriculum, Differentiated Projects 2011 Samples Doc29 Support for Implementation of the Australian Curriculum: A Three Year Plan 
 Doc22 Australian Curriculum, Personal and Social Competence 2011 Doc30 Australian Curriculum: Implementation Update 
 Doc23 Asia and the Australian Curriculum Unit of Work Samples  Support for Implementation of the Australian Curriculum: Plan for 2013 
 Doc24 Australian Curriculum Assessment School Samples   
 Doc25 Australian Curriculum Reporting School Samples   
     
  Governing Body/Commission of Case School Documents:   
 Doc26 Governance Information Booklet of school sector   
School Doc31 General School Information   
 Doc32 School Vision, Philosophy and Values Doc65 Executive leader for teaching and learning position description 
 Doc33 School History Doc66 Manager for teaching and learning position description 
 Doc34 Sub-school 1 (P-6) Doc67 Pedagogical leader (learning discovery) position description 
 Doc35 Sub-school 2 (7-9) Doc68 Head of sub-school 3 (10-12) 
 Doc36 Sub-school 3 (11-12) Doc69 Head of sub-school 2 (7-9) position description 
 Doc37 Sub-school 4 (international) Doc70 Head of sub-school 1 (P-6) position description 
 Doc38 Staff listing 2013 Doc71 Curriculum Coordinator of sub-school 2 (10-12) position description 
 Doc39 School Council Information Doc72 Middle Level Curriculum Leader Position Description – English 
 Doc40 Staff and employment  Doc73 Middle Level Curriculum Leader Position Description – Year 9 
 Doc41 Video Stories Doc74 Middle Level Curriculum Leader Position Description – Year 8 
 Doc42 Learning Management Model Doc75 Middle Level Curriculum Leader Position Description – Year 7  
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Level of 
Educational 
Context 
Reference 
Label 
Documents from organisation’s website Reference 
Label 
 
Documents collected during fieldwork 
School, cont’d Doc43 Professional Development 1 Doc76 Middle Level Curriculum Leader Position Description – Years 3 -6 
 Doc44 Staff Appraisal Doc77 Teacher Position Description 
 Doc45 Subjects Offered Doc78 Teaching and Learning Strategic Plan 
 Doc46 Unit Outline – Year 10 English, Semester 1, 2013 Doc79 Statement of Teaching and Learning 
 Doc47 Unit Outline – Year 10 Math, Semester 1, 2013 Doc80 School Leadership Structure 
 Doc48 Unit Outline – Year 10 Maths Advanced, S1, 2013 Doc81 Learning Management Model 
 Doc49 Unit Outline – Year 10 Science, S1, 2013 Doc82 Annual Report 2012 
 Doc50 Unit Outline – Year 10 Ancient History, Term 3, 2013   
 Doc51 Unit Outline – Year 10 Geography, Term 3, 2013   
 Doc52 Unit Outline – Year 10 Modern History, Term 3, 2013   
 Doc53 Laptop Program   
 Doc54 Laptop Guidelines and Policies   
 Doc55 Professional Development 2   
 Doc56 Professional Learning Policy   
 Doc57 Staff Appraisal 2   
 Doc58 Pedagogical Focus Area 1   
 Doc59 Pedagogical Focus Area 2   
 Doc60 Pedagogical Focus Area 3   
 Doc61 Pedagogical Focus Area 4   
 Doc62 Pedagogical Focus Area 5   
 Doc63 Pedagogical Focus Area 6   
 Doc64 Annual Report 2011   
 
